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ABSTRACT
The purpose of the present study was to determine 
the degree of commonality among current models of family 
assessment. The goal was to ascertain the most significant 
dimensions of family functioning. These ends were achieved 
by means of a principal components factor analysis. Three 
hundred Introductory Psychology students at Louisiana State 
University were asked to describe their family of origin 
using 2^0 behavioral statements provided by the examiner.
The statements, printed on 3 x 5 cards, were drawn from a 
pool of assessment models described by Fisher (1976). The 
students were asked to sort each of the statements by asking 
themselves, "How characteristic or descriptive is this beh­
avior of my family?", and by placing the card in one space 
along the nine-point continuum. Results indicated a moderate 
degree of agreement among the current models of family 
assessment. Moreover, the data suggested that the models 
could be consolidated and described in terms of eight dim­
ensions of family functioning descriptions! (1) Descriptions 
relating to family identity, stability, and integrity; (2) a 
family interaction pattern marked by an emphasis on emotion­
ality and support; (3) behavior relating to mutuality in 
the parenting and marital roles; (4) a family system marked 
by lack of open communication, aloofness of members, and
rigidity; (5) descriptions related to family therapy and 
treatment issues; (6) acceptance of independent, assertive, 
and non-conforming behavior among family members; (7) main­
tenance of role- and rule-bound behavior; and (8) identity 
issues independent of roles of family members. Two meta­
dimensions of assessment were also determined via second- 
order factor analysis: (I) Family Function descriptions,
and (II) Family Dysfunction descriptions. These results 
were assessed for generalizability using a separate sample 
of fifty students from American River College in Sacramento, 
California, and limited replicability was demonstrated. 
Suggestions for future research were discussed.
viii
INTRODUCTION
It is a truism that man and apes survive in groups. 
It is inherent in the human condition. An infant cannot 
survive without a mother-figure to feed, protect, and teach 
him/her. Similarly, a child cannot establish a purpose or 
sense of identity without an adult or group of adults to 
guide him/her. In the human culture, the family is recog­
nized as the source of an individual's psychosocial devel­
opment. It serves to promote its members' accomodation to 
a culture, and it encourages transmission of that culture 
over time. It is understandable, then, why social scientists 
have long considered the family to be one of the most sig­
nificant groups available to humans (Hoebel, 1972; Wernicke, 
197^)o Despite this recognition, however, it has been only 
recently that psychologists have come to study the family 
as a unit in and of itself.(Scheflen & Ferster, 1972).
At midcentury, many changes were occurring in the 
social sciences in America. As part of a shift to a social 
view, the study of small groups flourished, animals were 
observed in their naturalistic settings, organizations be­
gan to be thought of as complex systems, and ecology devel­
oped as a specialized field (Wolman, 1973). Similarly in­
fluenced by this Zeitgeist, psychologists soon began ob­
1
2serving individuals interacting with their families. And 
this kind of observation —  under the rubric of research —  
led to a breakthrough in thinking about human problems 
(Haley, 1971; Guerin, 1976).
Historical Development of Family Therapy
A curious feature of family therapy is that it 
grew out of an ultimate interest in and concern for the 
individual patient. Moreover, it developed at a time when 
the dynamic concept of the individual had won power and 
prestige in the psychiatric community. According to Haley 
(1971)* it is noteworthy that a few therapists actually 
broke away from the established ideas about psychopathology 
and change at this time. Frequently, this shift caused 
them to be ostracized by other professionals. However, as 
Guerin (1976) notes: "As soon as any ideology becomes es­
tablished, professional outsiders —  'change merchants' —  
in the field become impatient with its limitations and set 
out to establish new frontiers and new ways of thinking." 
Nonetheless, many clinicians were beginning to develop a 
family perspective by the 1950's. Some felt, like 
Eysenck (1953)* that individual therapy was not effective 
enough. Others, that viewing the family gave them new con­
cepts of the cause of human problems. And finally, some 
therapists were concerned that they could not deal with the
3consequences that occur within a family as a result of 
change within the individual without including the family 
in the intervention process (Ferber, Mendelsohn, & Napier, 
1972). Looking back on that period of history (i.e., the 
1950’s), it can be gleaned that investigators were trying 
to find a link between an individual’s pathology and his/ 
her family functioning. Additionally, they were looking 
toward the idea that one could attempt to change the former 
by intervening into the system as a whole and changing the 
latter (Haley, 1971)«
As researchers and clinicians gained more and more 
experience working with families, they realized that old 
theories of psychopathology and change were no longer 
applicable to their practice* They recognized that family 
therapy was more than another method of treatment to be 
added to individual and group therapy; that family therapy 
was a different concept of change altogether. Thus, they 
sought theories to incorporate their newly acquired ways of 
thinking about human problems. Unfortunately, many thera­
pists did not know what their counterparts around the country 
were doing. According to Haley (1971), "Many of these 
people did not write for professional journals or attend 
meetings, so their work was known locally, if at all."
As a result, clinicians were forced to devise their own 
theories. And this was frequently done independent of
empirical study. It became a ’’rule of thumb" that thera­
pists developed a theory to fit their practice rather than 
vice versa (Haley, 1971). As no particular theoretical 
model was developed in the field, then, none was accepted 
as critical in describing family functioning. Thus, a 
number of schools of family therapy have been developed, 
each with their own students and followers. And the di­
versity of ideas about families and family therapy continues 
to exist today (Hill & Hansen, I960; Haley, 1971; and Doane, 
1978).
Schools of Family Therapy
The task of comparing different approaches to 
family therapy is difficult because each therapist differs 
markedly in his/her choice of techniques for intervention 
into families. Moreover, therapists vary widely in their 
emphasis on theory (Whitaker, 1976). Finally, a compara­
tive review would have to include a study of at least 
three generations of family therapists, with each generation 
presenting a refined and elaborate description of family 
functioning (Napier, 1972). Nevertheless, a cursory review 
of the most popular theories of family functioning will be 
attempted. The purpose of the chapter, then, is to clarify 
the developmental aspects of the field so as to enable the 
reader to organize and distinguish between the different 
schools of family therapy.
5Nathan Ackerman and John Bell are generally consi­
dered the founders of the family therapy movement (Napier, 
1972). In a 1956 paper, Ackerman described the "inter­
locking pathology" in family relationships and introduced 
a new therapeutic method which he termed "family therapy."
To many, his work marked the "real beginning" of clinical 
work with families (Guerin, 1976). Unfortunately, as 
Ackerman was primarily a psychoanalyst, he did not clearly 
delineate a theory of family functioning. As a result, his 
followers have had difficulty evolving a reproducible method 
of clinical family intervention from his wcark (Guerin, 1976).
John Bell began to work independently with families 
in 1951» and his Public Health Monograph (i960) is consi­
dered the first "handbook" of family therapy (Beels &
Ferber, 1972). Bell encourages family members to discover 
new means of resolving difficulties by intervening into the 
family system in a definite and orderly set of phases, each 
one building the groundwork for the next. He discourages 
a focus on the symptomatic individual, and he relies heavily 
on the use of "neutral observations" and non-verbal commun­
ication.
Some of the other recognized pioneers in the field 
of family therapy include Gregory Bateson, Lyman Wynne,
Murray Bowen, Virginia Satir, Don Jackson, and Carl Whitaker. 
Gregory Bateson and his colleagues at Palo Alto (1978) 
investigated the communication patterns in families of
6schizophrenics and developed the concept of the "double 
bind." Bateson, an anthropologist and communications theo­
rist, did not develop a theory of family therapy of his 
own. However, his research did contribute to other indiv­
iduals" research for a theory of family functioning.
At the same time that Bateson was conducting re­
search on communication patterns of families of schizophrenics, 
Wynne and his colleagues at the National Institute of Mental 
Health conceived of a state of "pseudomutuality" among fam­
ilies from their own research (Beels & Ferber, 1972). 
"Pseudomutuality" described a rigid family system whose 
purpose was maintenance of the status quo. According to 
Wynne"s theory, change will occur in the family after com­
munication patterns are revised (Beels & Ferber, 1972). In 
an effort to accomplish this goal, Wynne uses various tech­
niques, each tailored precisely to the family problem in 
question. Each technique has one feature in common, however, 
and that is candid self-revelation. Wynne and his col­
leagues seek to relate their own feelings of confusion and 
anger in the therapeutic process, and they demand explan­
ations from the family for these feelings.
Murray Bowen (1966) described the "undifferentiated 
family ego mass" in the development of his treatment strat­
egy. In his interactions with a family, he retains absolute 
control over the therapeutic process. His goal is to allow
7each member to resolve the separation-individuation issue 
of his existence in favor of differentiation from the 
family. Through individual and/or conjoint sessions, Bowen 
works with the parents, then the children, then possibly 
the whole family together, to encourage this process.
Virginia Satir (1953) started her family therapy 
career by teaching family dynamics to psychiatric residents 
in Chicago. As a therapist, she presents herself to the 
family as a teacher and expert in communication. She 
endeavors to teach the family a new language which can re­
solve the communication problems which she sees as the root 
of their problem(s)a The treatment process is accomplished 
when the family has learned this language. The deepening 
of the family relationship is not a goal of therapy, but a 
by-product of the communication change.
Don Jackson (1961) became interested in the family 
field because of his fascination with repetitive interaction 
patterns among members of a family. He reasoned that he 
could shift this pattern by altering its meaning, intent, 
and focus; and he formulated a therapeutic technique to aid 
him in accomplishing this end. His techniques of treatment 
include a series of "prescriptions" which he requires 
family members to follow. These prescriptions or tasks 
generally have two levels of meaning to them; that is, an 
obvious level which relates to task content, and an inter-
8personal level which relates to task process. Jackson "be­
lieves that the latter level of meaning is more significant, 
and he uses it in an effort to shift the "balance of power 
within the family system. Jackson's techniques are fre­
quently perceived as "magic rituals" "by his clients.
Carl Whitaker (1975) "drifted" into the area of 
family therapy in search for a method of treatment for 
schizophrenic patients. Once he "began to focus on families, 
however, he developed a technique uniquely his own —  
psychotherapy of the absurd. He uses a tactic called 
"process koan" in an effort to break down the old patterns 
of thought and behavior that exist in a family under treat­
ment.
"Third generation" family therapists, Jay Haley, 
Gerald Zuk, Salvador Minuchin, and James Framo and Ivan 
Bossormenyi-Nagy also deserve special mention in this 
review for the theories and techniques they have contributed 
to the family therapy field (Napier, 1972; Beels & Ferber, 
1972). Jay Haley (19^3» 1976) does not consider himself 
to represent a particular school of family therapy. In 
fact, he considers himself to be a student of many theorists 
sind clinicians. This is well-documented by his training 
history. He is included in this review, nevertheless, be­
cause of his formulation of a particular technique referred
9to as "strategic therapy." Haley feels that therapists 
should actively use themselves to establish change within 
the family. His therapeutic techniques include such beha­
viors as siding, paradoxing, reframing, giving directives, 
and highlighting power issues. Haley admits that his stra­
tegy is manipulative, but also claims that it is highly 
effective >
Gerald Zuk (19&7) is a systems theorist. He contends 
that human interaction is the foundation from which families 
work and that all behavior is communicative. Zuk believes 
that the therapist must be very active in treatment and 
function as the "go-between" among family members in conflict. 
As a referee and not a judge, the therapist changes the 
relationship between family members by selecting issues 
for two or more individuals to struggle with and resolve.
Salvador Minuchin®s (1976) system of treatment, 
"structural therapy," was originally designed for work with 
lower class families. His interventions are non-verbal 
rather than verbal, and his focus is on the pattern of inter­
actions that exist in the family at any one point in time. 
Minuchin gives family members specific "stage directions" 
until he changes their behavior. His questions, when asked, 
are enactive (e.g., "See if you can get your mother to talk 
to you.") and not esoteric (e.g., "Why doesn®t your mother 
talk to you?").
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Ivan-Bossormenyi-Nagy and. James Framo began their 
family therapy careers at the Philadelphia Family Institute 
(Framo, 1976). They have formulated a theory of family 
functioning in the psychoanalytic tradition. As such, 
they believe that family therapy is not so much a form of 
therapy as it is a way of viewing emotional disturbance. 
Their view of family dynamics centers around object 
relation theory, and their techniques depend upon the "pri­
orities of interaction" (Beels & Ferber, 1972).
The aforementioned investigators believed that 
there were definitive patterns and process in families that 
contributed to "normal" and "abnormal" behavior in its 
members. Few investigators agreed on what these patterns 
and processes were, however (Jacob, 1975). As a result, 
several typologies have emerged over the years, each re­
flecting a slightly different frame of reference, each 
attempting to explain family functioning for clinical (i.e., 
therapeutic) purposes.
On the Classification of Families
The literature on family classification has been 
both enlightening and inconclusive. Historically, for ex­
ample, clinicians have offered suggestions of family dim­
ensions which they perceived contributed to dysfunction in 
one or more family members. Then later, as the field devel­
11
oped, other clinicians "began to focus on new variables that 
appeared to be related to dysfunction although a definite 
cause-effect relationship could not be inferred. These 
suggestions and hypotheses helped the young field of family 
therapy to develop an empirical focus and establish a 
research orientation at a time when data were needed. Over 
time, however, the diversity among hypotheses made it 
difficult to integrate the data into a compact, comprehensible 
system for analysis. Like the pioneer family therapists 
described in the previous section, the psychologists con­
cerned with dimensional family analysis were influenced by 
their own clinical orientation (i.e., as influenced by their 
clinical training) and the characteristics of the families 
they saw (e.g., demographic variables, degree of dysfunction 
of family members, etc.), as well as their personality 
characteristics, type of agency in which they work, thera­
peutic style, and so on. The individual theories reflect 
data obtained from unique worlds, and a review of the liter­
ature in the area necessitates an understanding of each of 
these worlds in order to develop a framework from which to 
evaluate the data within the field.
To date, one study has attempted to compare the 
theoretical dimensions of a variety of therapists. After an 
extensive review of more than twenty years of research in 
the area, Lawrence Fisher (1976) constructed a system for
12
defining relationships among assessment dimensions irregard- 
less of an author's personality, orientation, and work set- 
tingo He accomplished this task by summarizing the major 
assessment dimensions of twenty-nine of the most published 
theorists/clinicians in clinical practice, and ordering these 
dimensions according to a logical analysis. The grouping of 
these dimensions produced the following five categories for 
family analysis* (1) Structural descriptors, (2) controls 
and sanctions, (3) emotions and needs, (^ ) cultural aspects, 
and (5) developmental aspects of family systems. In essence, 
Fisher's (1976) research offered a major contribution to 
the field of family therapy in that he attempted to pull to­
gether relevant literature so as to accelerate an integration 
process. However, as Fisher himself admitted, his paper 
presented a "review more than a definitive integration" of 
the literature. That is, as Fisher's (1976) study attempted 
to integrate assessment dimensions on the basis of a ration­
al or logical analysis, it was subject to the same limita­
tions that he attempted to avoid. Fisher's (1976) results 
reflect his own personality, background, and work environ­
ment to an undetermined degree.
The Problem
Research articles in the area of family theiapy now 
number more than three hundred a year. Yet the development
13
and refinement of family theory based upon these findings 
is modest indeed. The family field needs a meaningful 
family diagnostic system that demonstrates reasonable re­
liability and outcome usefulness. Unfortunately, there has 
been no attempt to establish such a nosological framework 
empirically. The basis for this void, according to Fisher 
(1976) is the lack of scalable dimensions of family function­
ing that have clinical usefulness.. He contends that valid 
instruments cannot be created without adequate criteria.
And that valid criteria cannot be found without an empixical 
review of family functioning dimensions. The present study, 
then, is an attempt to empirically establish the relation­
ship among family assessment dimensions. More specifically, 
it is an attempt to classify family functioning dimensions 
on the basis of a factor analytic study. It is anticipated 
that such a study will* (1) Alert the reader to current 
family assessment models, (2) aid the reader in understand­
ing, evaluating, and placing these models in perspective, 
and (3) sensitize the reader to the need for a more inte—  
grated model of family assessment. These objectives were 
accomplished with the help of three hundred fifty under­
graduate psychology students who were asked to participate 
in a study on the classification of families. The subjects 
gave their response to behavioral descriptions of family 
functioning on the basis of a limited successive-interval 
technique.
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Hypotheses
The purpose of the present study was to determine 
the degree of commonality among current models of family 
assessment. The goal was to ascertain the most significant 
dimensions of family functioning descriptions. It is the 
author's contention that: (Hypothesis I) There are sources
of common variance among the models of assessment that have 
been routinely used with families in clinical practice. 
Moreover: (Hypothesis II) An exploration of the patterning
of items within these models will lead to a smaller, more 
integrated set of components (factors) to be construed as 
significant dimensions of family functioning descriptions.
A few of the commonalities among assessment dimen­
sions can be obtained from an intuitive analysis of partic­
ular authors' theories. For example, Gehrke and Moxom's 
(1962) "detached-demanding'' family descriptor is very close­
ly related to Ehrenwald's (1963) "patterns of rebellion and 
resistance." This relationship can be inferred from a 
reading of the original authors' works, with case examples 
used to substantiate the theory in practice. However, such 
comparisons are only infrequently justifiable on the basis 
of this type of reasoning alone. For example, Minuchin's 
(1976) assessment dimensions describe "system flexibility 
and capacity for restructuring." This is a relatively 
broad dimension compared to Gehrke and Moxom"s (1962) and
15
Ehrenwald*s (1963) dimensions. Some commonalities among the 
descriptions can be intuited from a reading of the theories. 
That is, each deals with the concept of conformity and 
dissension to some degree. However, these three theories 
are only partially comparable as Minuchin's (1976) dimension 
assumes further diagnostic significance than the other two.
A similar dilemma is presented as one attempts to compare 
the theoretical positions of Weiss and Monroe (1959) and 
Minuchin (1976). For although the latter author's assess­
ment of "dominance patterns" appears to be related to 
Minuchin*s (1976) "system flexibility" on the surface (with 
Weiss and Monroe referring to stability or fluctuation in 
child-rearing practices), Minuchin's dimension refers to 
family members' responses to outside and inside pressures 
and stresses, of which "stability" or "fluctuation" may be 
only one reaction. The difficulty is introduced, then, as 
more and more dimensions are subjected to rational analysis. 
The number of relevant criteria is large. Therefore, the 
extension of thinking required to re-organize dimensions 
according to commonalities rather than authors reaches a 
limit over time. Hence, the generic dimensions derived from 
a strictly logical analysis may be over-simplistic at best 
and erroneous at worst.
Fisher's (1976) review article provides a list of 
the most common assessment dimensions that have been reported
16
in the literature of family therapy. While these assessment 
dimensions are not clearly related to each other theoretic­
ally or methodologically, Fisher does report some commonal­
ities which he perceives they have practically. It is the 
present author's contention that these dimensions can and 
will group, or "clump" together, and that these clumps 
will likely assess similar areas of family functioning.
Working according to this assumption, then, the present author 
has decided to undertake a more direct analysis of the rele­
vant dimensions described by Fisher (1976). The author is 
hypothesizing that an integrated clinical assessment schema 
can be determined on the basis of a factor analysis of 
Fisher's (1976) list of assessment criteria, and that such 
an approach will bridge the gap among various theorists, 
perhaps eventually leading to a meaningful family classifi­
cation system (i*e., a typology). In summary, then, the 
present study is an attempt to construct a reproducible and 
well-defined system of family analysis made up of scalable 
dimensions of family functioning descriptions that have 
clinical utility for family therapists. These diagnostic 
groupings will be based on the rather diffuse assessment 
dimensions currently used in clinical practice as described 
in the family therapy literature.
METHOD
The present study was concerned with three phases 
of data collection. Phase I included development and re­
finement of the research instrument0 Phase II dealt with 
the administration of this instrument to respondents. And 
Phaselll was concerned with cross-validation of the results 
obtained in Phase II. Each of these phases of data col­
lection will be outlined in more detail below.
Phase I
A list of 201 items representing twenty-nine family 
therapists® conception of family functioning was compiled 
by Fisher (1976). This list was expanded to a total of 24-0 
items in the following manner. First, the author supple­
mented Fisher's (1976) description of a family therapist's 
dimensions of family functioning with examples of these 
dimensions from the therapist's own work. Secondly, the 
author translated these largely theoretical statements into 
behavioral descriptions of family functioning. Finally, 
this expanded list of behavioral items was presented to a 
panel of clinical psychology graduate students at Louisiana 
State Univeristy in order to obtain a judgment as to
17
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whether each item* (1) Had relevance to the dimension in 
question, and (2) seemed strictly behavioral or directly 
inferable from behavior. Appendix B outlines the Phase I 
data collection process.
Phase II
Three hundred undergraduate psychology students 
were used in this phase of study. Each was given a 
cardboard apparatus designed specifically for the study.
The apparatus consisted of nine linearly-related inter­
connecting boxes, each large enough to hold a 3 x 5 inch 
card placed flat on the floor of the apparatus. At the 
extreme left end of the apparatus, the words "least descrip 
tive" were written. At the extreme right end of the appar­
atus, the words "most descriptive" were written. Each sub­
ject was given a stack of cards, each card containing one 
of the 240 behavioral statements developed in the previous 
phase. Instructions for the use of the cards, printed on 
a sheet of paper connected to the front of the apparatus, 
read:
For each of the cards in your 
stack, the question is, "How 
descriptive is this behavior 
of my family?" The apparatus 
in front of you represents a
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nine-point scale that ranges 
from "least descriptive" at 
one end to "most descriptive" 
at the other end. Sort the 
cards into the boxes according 
to your perception of how well 
the card describes your family.
Make sure that each box has at 
least one card in it. Please 
signal the experimenter when 
you have finished this task, 
or if you have any questions.
Further remarks to the subjects can be found in Appendix G.
After each individual subject completed the task, 
his/her cards were picked up, isolated into nine stacks, and 
given a number according to the box in which it had been 
placed (with a "1" corresponding to the "least descriptive" 
box and a "9" corresponding to the "most descriptive" box). 
Responses were intercorrelated item by item by means of a 
Pearson product-moment correlation, and the correlation 
matrix was subjected to a principal components factor 
analysis. First and second-order factors were derived from 
the data.
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Phase III
In order to assess the generalizability of the 
factors produced in the Phase II part of the study, a re­
plication of the study was done using fifty undergraduate 
psychology students at American River College, a city 
college located in Sacramento, California.
Limitations of the Study
It is recognized that the data obtained from the 
present study reflect college students' perceptions of 
family characteristics. The results may not be indicative 
of "actual" family characteristics that could be obtained 
from an observation: of a whole family over time. However, 
college students did serve a very useful purpose in this, 
an investigatory analysis. They were more readily avail­
able for participation in the study, and they were avail­
able in greater numbers. Thus, college students were 
chosen as the population of study. In future analyses, 
the generalizability of these findings will be investigated 
using members of the same nuclear family as respondents.
RESULTS
The 240 behavioral statements developed in the 
Phase I part of the present study are presented in Appendix
C. These statements, the variables of the Phase II data 
collection, were intercorrelated using a Pearson product- 
moment correlation. The entry in the leading diagonal was 
unity. The correlation matrix was subjected to a principal 
components factor analysis provided by the Experimental 
Statistics Department at Louisiana State Univeristy.
Of the 240 variables, one hundred eighty-two had 
individual means between 4.00 and 7.00 (with a grand mean 
of 5*89) and standard deviations between 1.85 and 3° 69° 
Fifty-eight variables were found to be significantly skewed, 
however. A list of these variables (i.e., 39 negatively 
skewed and 19 positively skewed) can be found in Table 1. 
Communalities for the 240 variables may be found in Appen­
dix E.
Sixty-eight factors were obtained with eigenvalues 
of 1.00+ (i.e., Kaiser’s criterion) as a result of the fac­
tor analysis. These 68 factors accounted for 77°60?S of the 
total test variance. Figure 1 provides a graph of these 
eigenvalues according to the scree test method (Cattell, 
1967). The curve was judged to straighten out after factor
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TABLE 1
SKEWED VARIABLES OF PHASE II
Var Mean S.D. Var Mean S.D. Var Mean S.D.
4 7.4 9 2„78 78 2.83 2.42 171 3.77 2.61
6 7.15 2.50 79 2.93 2.47 174 7.24 2 0 08
8 7.05 2.48 80 2.75 2.4 5 177 7.25 2.23
22 8.10 1.83 81 2.95 2.48 179 3° 53 2.72
24 7-30 2.20 85 2.34 2.19 180 7.12 2.70
26 7.23 2.33 91 7.65 1.91 183 7.18 1.98
27 7.35 2.19 99 7.83 1.93 195 3.48 2.68
37 7.05 1.97 100 7.20 2.01 201 3«99 2.68
39 7.06 2.05 102 7.66 1.86 204 2.25 2.56
42 7.10 2.09 104 7.38 2.35 206 3.27 3.33
51 7.98 1.88 105 7.05 2.08 213 7.32 1.95
5b 7.05 2.20 118 8.11 1.78 218 7.47 2.15
55 7.15 2.26 120 7.11 2.21 219 7.06 2.27
60 7.35 2.20 122 7.79 2.11 224 7.7 4 2.07
65 7.57 2.52 124 3.64 2.46 226 7.78 2.18
67 7.01 2.71 128 2.22 2.37 228 7.25
0CMOCM
68 7.02 2.62 136 7.39 2.24 230 2.43 2„31
72 7.50 2.08 143 3»97 2.32 231 2,65 2.49
73 7.08 2.09 145 3-95 2.52
77 2.26 2.43 168 3.52 2.75
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eight. Thus, eight was judged to he the maximum number of 
factors to be extracted. Those eight factors account for 
3k,3b?° of the total test variance. The eigenvalues and 
variance of the eight factors are presented in Table 2.
Both a Varimax orthogonal rotation and a Promax 
oblique rotation were computed on the eight factors. The 
Varimax and Promax rotations produced highly similar results 
with the following exception —  the Varimax produced more 
variables with loadings on more than one factor than the 
Promax (i.e., eight vs. two). Thus, as it provided the 
"better fit" for the data, the Promax was chosen as the com­
putational system for the present data. The variables 
within each of the factors, as computed by the orthogonal 
and oblique rotations, are contrasted in Appendix D.
The significant variables within each of the eight 
factors are listed in Table 3, along with their pattern 
loadings. (Notes The variables presented in Table 3 are 
listed in abbreviated form. For the complete behavioral 
statement, look for the item corresponding to that number 
in Appendix C.) Variables were judged to be significant if 
their pattern matrix coefficients had a value of ±0.40 and 
above. The conservative OokO was used because the subject- 
to-variable ratio was determined to be lower than some pro­
ponents of factor analysis feel is optimal (Child, 1970)□
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TABLE 2
EIGENVALUES AND VARIATION IN FACTORS
Factors Eigenvalue Variation
1 43.51 0.1813
2 11.77 0.0490
3 6.15 0.0256
4 5.22 0.0218
5 4.52 0.0188
6 4.15 0.0173
7 3 • 64 0.0152
8 3.47 0.0145
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TABLE 3 
SUMMARY OF OBTAINED FACTORS
Loading No. Variable Description
Factor A: Descriptions relating to family identity, sta­
bility, and integrity.
.82 118 Parents (P) encouraged children (C) to
achieve.
• 77 22 P encouraged G to do well in school/school
activities.
.76 51 Family (Fa) encouraged achievement.
.68 24 Family members (Fm) allowed to do things
with Fa when they wanted to.
.68 99 C encouraged to make friends outside the Fa,
.66 91 P taught C to "work hard" for success.
.64 218 Mother (M) and Father (F) were willing to
help solve C's problems when asked.
.64 226 F always celebrated Fm birthday.
.62 27 Fm expressed pride in their Fa.
-.62 85 M and F were passive and childish.
.61 55 When C needed extra money for a specific
reason, they usually got it.
.60 42 Fm came to each other's assistance when
asked.
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TABLE 3 (continued)
Loading No. Variable Description
.60 105 Fin's time was spent within the family set­
ting and outside the family setting.
- .58 128 Fm expressed shame for their ancestry.
.57 72 Fa kept in touch with relatives.
• 57 180 M and F expected C to go to college.
• 53 104 P made more money over the years.
.51 183 Each Fm was able to speak for self.
.49 20 P sometimes helped C with homework.
.49 37 C questioned P when messages were unclear.
.49 102 P taught C to obey rules.
.49 213 Each Fm had a type of behavior that was 
unique.
.48 174 P stood up for what they believed in.
.47 1 C told P their general life goals.
-.47 179 C expected to be seen and not heard.
.47 224 There were things C could not do in the 
household.
. 46 96 If a Fm was performing, all would watch.
.46 185 Each Fm was allowed to make decisions 
according to level of maturity.
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TABLE 3 (continued)
Loading No. Variable Description
.45 140 P demonstrated trust for C .
.44 67 Fa went to church/synagogue.
228 C asked for wants in a direct way.
.42 60 P were primary caretakers.
.42 68 Fa was middle class.
.42 71 There were two generations in household.
-.42 204 The Fa contacted a counseling agency.
.41 65 M, F, and G lived together until C were old 
enough to leave.
.41 110 P admitted they did not know all things.
.40 48 Fm were involved in many things.
.40 54 P would listen to C's personal problems.
-.40 145 Fa held periodic "creativity sessions."
.40 181 M gave permission to do new things.
.40 211 M and F would give up time together to do
things with C.
Factor B: A family interaction pattern marked by an emphasis
on emotionality and support.
.82 35 Fm frequently expressed feelings of close­
ness and affection.
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TABLE 3 (continued)
Loading No. Variable Description
• 75 23 Fm openly expressed affection.
• 75 59 Fm told one another how they were feeling.
.68 146 Fm would express how the family helped 
them grow up.
. 68 217 Fm said, "I need cheering up" when sad.
.67 143 Fm could explain deeply-felt emotions.
.65 56 Fm worked together at identifying problem 
sources.
.64 32 Fa problems were talked out openly.
.63 10 P spoke to C about sex.
• 63 195 P told C of joys of sex.
• 58 25 P taught C about dating.
.58 216 Fm showed physical signs of affection.
.57 223 C would tell P, "You are a good parent."
• 55 113 Fm talked about their fears.
.54 148 P remarked that they felt they had grown 
because of experiences with their C .
.53 64 Fm talked about "the problem" when some­
thing was wrong in the Fa.
• 53 220 When one Fm felt down, others offered help.
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TABLE 3 (continued)
Loading No. Variable Description
.51 109 Fm were able to give support and affection
to each other.
-.51 222 C spent more time playing with friends than
with brothers and sisters.
.50 3 P spoke of how much they cared for each
other before they were married.
.50 240 Fm could express deeply-felt emotions.
.49 112 Pm admitted to depressed feelings when sad.
.49 202 Fm never ignored a conflict.
.48 5 P expressed pride in handling their sexual
feelings before marriage.
.48 191 When a conflict would occur between P and G,
the Fa would discuss the issue.
.47 200 Fm did things together once a weekend.
.46 21 Fm frequently put their heads together to
solve a problem.
.45 190 When Fa discussion involved a member, the
Fm's strengths and weaknesses were discussed,
.44 76 Fm related spontaneously to one another.
.42 19 Fm complimented one another on a job well
done.
TABLE 3 (continued)
Loading No. Variable Description
.42 74 P talked about what it was like when they
dated one another.
.42 132 C got along well.
.40 135 Fm were quick to offer assistance when it
seemed needed.
Factor C : Behaviors relating to mutuality in the parenting
and marital roles.
.68 9 M and F helped each other out in parenting.
.67 8 M and F shared in making important decisions.
.66 13 M and F shared in disciplining the C.
.60 130 M and F spent 30+ min./day alone with each
other.
-.56 181 M gave permission to do new things.
•53 142 F would sometimes take over M's work so she
could have a rest;
.52 122 Fa consisted of M, F, and G.
.52 169 M and F talked about casual matters.
.51 103 P told each other how they spent money.
.49 123 M and F spoke with equal authority.
.48 7 P openly demonstrated affection.
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TABLE 3 (continued)
Loading No. Variable Description
.48 196 When M decided to punish C, F supported her
decision.
.46 15 M and F discussed the Fa's financial state.
.46 l6l F spent 30+ min./day with the C.
.45 165 M and F agreed on how to raise and discipline
their C.
.43 155 M and F valued many of the same things.
.40 227 M and F exercised an equal amount of power.
Factor D: A family system marked by lack of open communic­
ation, aloofness of members, and rigidity.
.50 188 "If so-and-so would only do ___" was a fre­
quent statement in the household.
.48 70 Fm would talk about one another.
.48 125 "You should do ___ because..." was a fre­
quent statement.
.44 138 One person was recognized as the "cause" of
the Fa's problems.
.42 221 M and F told C when they liked their friends
and when they did not.
•39 30 Fa problems revolved around the same issues.
33
TABLE 3 (continued)
Loading N o . Variable Description
•39 199 Arguments between the C were like arguments
between M and P.
.39 219 M and F warned C to stay away from bad com­
pany.
.38 207 M and F told stories of how their P treated
them.
Factor E: Descriptions related to family therapy and ther­
apy issues.
.79 79 When the Fa worked on its problems in ther­
apy, Fm were able to make changes.
.78 78 Fm talked about their chief areas of conflict
in therapy.
•75 80 Once in therapy, the therapist could accur­
ately predict the behaviors of Fm.
.73 81 After therapy terminated, the Fa was able
to continue to make changes.
.73 231 When the Fa entered into therapy, all Fm
agreed to do what the therapist said.
.67 230 When the Fa entered therapy, all Fm agreed
on what the therapist perceived to be the 
problem.
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TABLE 3 (continued)
Loading No. Variable Description
. 61 77 The Fa entered into therapy at one time.
Factor F: Acceptance of independent, assertive, and non- 
conforming behaviors among family members.
• 52 61 P allowed decisions to be made by G.
.48 40 Fm allowed to express a range of non­
destructive behaviors.
92 C were allowed to pursue fads.
.44 94 P allowed C appropriate independence.
.41 185 Each Fm allowed to make decisions for self.
•39 46 Fm are able to openly voice complaints.
• 39 49 Fa has been able to accept all major pro­
blems of its members.
Factor G: Maintenance of role- and rule-bound behavior.
.44 210 C never rebelled against P's child-rearing 
practices.
.42 106 Messages within the Fa were non-defensive.
.42 111 C did not tell P what to do.
.42 237 There was little use of sarcasm in the Fa.
-.41 11 P openly argued when they were angry.
.40 93 Fa goals were never questioned.
TABLE 3 (continued.)
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Loading No. Variable Description
.38 44 Fm did not take advantage of each other.
.38 184- No Fm attempted to control or dominate one
another.
Factor H: Descriptions related to identity issues of
family members.
•39 157 All Fm had equally strong needs.
•39 159 All Fm were achievement-oriented.
-.38 215 M and F rarely said, "Why don't you do ___
like ___
•37 97 All children shared a common image of M and
F.
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For the purpose of the present study, a pattern 
matrix coefficient of -0.40 and above represents a high 
(H) loading on a factor, a pattern matrix coefficient be­
tween -0„30 and -O.39 represents a moderate (M) loading, 
a pattern matrix coefficient between ±0.l6 and -O.29 repre­
sents a low (L) loading, and a pattern matrix coefficient 
between -0.15 and +0.15 represents a negligible (0) loading. 
Table 4 presents the Promax matrix with "H", "M", "L", and 
"0” signifying the pattern matrix coefficients of the 
variables.
Hypothesis I
Table 5 provides a list of the twenty-nine authors 
used in the present study, along with the number and names 
of the factors included in their models of family assessment. 
As detailed in column 2 of Table 5» Wells and Rabiner (1973) 
provided a model which reflected six of the eight dimensions 
of family functioning descriptions. Similarly, Chagoya 
and Guttman (1971) and Epstein (1968) advanced a model which 
reflected five of the dimensions. These three authors tapped 
a wide variety of content in their assessment instruments.
In contrast, Kluckholn (1958) and Zelditch (1964) espoused 
models with completely unique factors to this analysis (i.e., 
shared no dimensions in common with their fellow authors).
And the remaining authors supported models which fell between
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TABLE k
PATTERN MATRIX COEFFICIENTS OF PHASE II VARIABLES
Var A B C D E F G H Var A B c D E F G H
1 H L 0 0 0 L 0 0 21 0 H L L- 0 L 0 0
2 L 0 0 0 0 L L 0 22 H 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
3 0 H L 0 0 L- 0 0 23 L H 0 0 0 M- 0 0
k M 0 M 0 0 L- 0 0 2k H 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
5 0 H 0 L 0 L 0 0 25 0 H 0 0 0 0 0 0
6 L 0 M 0 0 L- 0 0 26 M 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
7 0 M H 0 0 L- 0 L- 27 H 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
8 M 0 H 0 0 0 0 0 28 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 L
9 0 0 H 0 0 0 0 0 29 0 0 0 L- 0 L L L
10 0 H 0 0 0 0 L- 0 30 0 L 0 M 0 0 0 0
11 0 0 0 L 0 0 H- 0 31 0 L L 0 0 M 0 L
12 0 0 M 0 0 0 0 L 32 0 H 0 0 0 0 0 0
13 0 0 H 0 0 0 0 0 33 L M 0 L 0 0 0 0
lk 0 0 L 0 0 L L 0 3k M L 0 0 0 0 0 L-
15 i 0 L H 0 0 0 0 0 35 0 H 0 0 0 L- 0 0
16 0 0 M L- 0 0 0 0 36 L L 0 0 0 0 0 0
17 L- 0 0 L L 0 L- 0 37 H 0 0 0 0 L 0 0
18 0 L 0 L 0 L 0 0 38 L- 0 0 0 0 0 M 0
19 L H 0 0 0 0 0 0 39 M 0 0 0 0 L 0 0
20 H 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 *M) L L- 0 0 0 H 0 L-
Var
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44*T T
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60
TABLE 4 (continued)
A B C D E F G H Var A B c D E
0 0 0 L 0 0 0 0 61 0 0 0 0 0
H L 0 0 0 0 0 L- 62 0 L 0 L 0
0 0 0 0 0 M 0 0 63 M L- 0 M 0
0 L L 1- 0 0 M 0 64 0 H 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 L- L L 0 65 H 0 M 0 0
L L 0 0 0 M 0 0 66 M L 0 0 L
0 M 0 0 0 L 0 0 67 H 0 0 0 0
H 0 L 0 0 L 0 0 68 H 0 0 L 0
L L- L 0 0 M 0 0 69 M L 0 0 0
0 M L 0 0 0 0 0 70 L 0 0 H 0
H 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 71 H 0 0 0 0
M- M 0 0 L- 0 0 0 72 H 0 0 0 0
0 M- L 0 0 0 M 0 73 M 0 0 M 0
H M 0 0 0 L 0 L- 74 0 H L 0 0
H 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 75 L M 0 0 0
0 H 0 0 0 0 0 0 76 0 H 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 L L 0 77 L- 0 0 0 H
0 L L 0 0 L 0 0 78 0 0 0 0 H
L- H 0 0 0 0 0 0 79 0 0 0 0 H
H 0 L 0 0 0 0 0 80 0 0 0 0 H
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TABLE 4 (continued.)
Var A B C D E F G H Var A B C D E F G H
81 0 0 0 0 H 0 0 0 101 M 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
82 0 L- L 0 0 0 M 0 102 H 0 L L L- 0 0 0
83 L- 0 0 L 0 0 L 0 103 L 0 H 0 0 0 0 0
84 0 L 0 0 L- 0 0 0 104 H L- 0 0 0 L 0 0
85 H- 0 L 0 L 0 0 0 105 H 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
86 L- 0 L 0 L 0 M 0 106 0 M L- 0 0 0 H 0
87 0 M L 0 0 0 0 0 107 0 M 0 L- 0 L 0 L
88 L M 0 0 0 0 0 0 108 L- 0 0 L- 0 L L 0
89 L 0 L 0 L- 0 0 0 109 L H 0 0 0 0 L 0
90 M- L- 0 L 0 0 0 0 110 H 0 0 0 0 M 0 L-
91 H 0 0 0 0 0 0 M 111 0 0 L- M 0 0 H 0
92 L 0 M- 0 L H M 0 112 0 H L- 0 0 0 0 0
93 0 L- 0 0 0 0 H 0 113 0 H M- L 0 0 0 0
94 M- 0 L- 0 0 H 0 0 114 0 L 0 L 0 0 0 L
95 L- M M 0 0 0 0 L- 115 L 0 L 0 0 0 0 0
96 H L 0 0 0 0 0 0 116 0 L 0 0 0 0 L 0
97 L 0 0 0 0 0 L M 117 0 0 0 0 0 0 M 0
98 L 0 L 0 0 0 L- L 118 H 0 0 0 0 0 0 L
99 H 0 0 L 0 0 0 0 119 0 0 L L- 0 L L 0
100 M 0 0 L 0 L 0 0 120 M L 0 0 0 L L- 0
TABLE 4 (continued)
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Var A B c D E F G H Var A B C D E F G H
121 M 0 L 0 0 M 0 0 141 M 0 0 0 0 0 0 L
122 M L- H 0 0 0 0 0 142 0 0 H 0 0 0 0 0
123 0 L H 0 0 0 0 0 143 L- H 0 0 L 0 0 0
124 M- L- 0 L 0 L 0 0 144 M M 0 0 0 0 0 0
125 L 0 0 H 0 0 0 0 145 H- M 0 0 0 0 0 L
126 0 0 M 0 0 0 0 L 146 0 H 0 0 0 0 0 0
127 0 L 0 0 0 0 L L 147 L 0 0 0 0 0 0 L
128 H- 0 0 0 L 0 0 0 148 0 H 0 0 0 0 0 0
129 L 0 0 0 0 M- 0 L 149 M 0 0 L 0 0 0 0
130 0 0 H 0 0 0 0 L- 150 L L 0 L L- 0 0 0
131 L L 0 0 0 L 0 0 151 0 L 0 L 0 0 0 0
132 0 H 0 0 L- 0 L 0 152 L L 0 0 0 0 0 L
133 0 0 0 L 0 L M- 0 153 L 0 L 0 0 L 0 0
134 M 0 L- 0 0 M L- 0 154 L 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
135 0 H 0 0 0 0 L- 0 155 L 0 H 0 0 0 0 0
136 M 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 156 0 L 0 0 0 0 0 L
137 0 0 0 0 M M L L 157 L L 0 0 0 0 L M
138 0 0 L- H 0 0 0 0 158 M- 0 L 0 0 0 L 0
139 0 0 0 M 0 M 0 0 159 L 0 0 0 0 0 0 M
140 H 0 L- 0 0 M 0 0 160 0 L 0 0 0 L 0 L
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TABLE 4 (continued)
Var A B C D E F G H Var A B C D E F G H
161 0 L H L- 0 0 0 0 181 H 0 H- 0 0 0 L 0
162 0 M L 0 L- 0 0 0 182 M M 0 0 0 0 L 0
I63 L 0 0 0 L- 0 L L I83 H 0 0 0 0 L 0 0
164 0 0 0 L 0 0 0 0 184 0 0 0 L- 0 0 M 0
165 0 0 H 0 0 0 M 0 185 H 0 0 0 0 H 0 0
166 L- 0 L 0 L 0 M 0 186 L 0 0 L- 0 0 M 0
167 0 L M 0 0 0 0 0 187 0 0 L 0 L- L L 0
168 L- 0 0 L 0 0 M- 0 188 0 0 L- H 0 0 0 0
169 L 0 H 0 L 0 0 0 189 L L L- M 0 L 0 0
170 0 0 0 0 0 L 0 0 190 L H L- 0 0 0 0 0
171 L- 0 0 L 0 0 0 L 191 0 H 0 0 0 L 0 0
172 M 0 0 L 0 0 L- 0 192 L- L- L M M- 0 L 0
173 0 0 L 0 0 0 0 0 193 L 0 0 0 0 0 M L
174 H 0 0 L 0 0 0 0 194 0 0 0 0 0 L 0 0
175 0 L- 0 L 0 L- 0 0 195 L- H 0 0 0 L- 0 L-
176 0 0 0 0 0 M 0 L 196 L 0 H 0 0 0 0 0
177 M 0 0 0 0 L L- 0 197 0 0 0 0 0 0 M 0
178 L- 0 L 0 0 0 L- 0 198 0 0 0 0 L L- 0 L
179 H- L- 0 M 0 0 L 0 199 0 0 0 M 0 0 0 0
180 H L- 0 0 0 0 1- L 200 0 H 0 L- 0 0 0 L
TABLE 4 (continued)
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Var A B G D E F G H Var A B C D E F G H
201 M- 0 0 L- 0 0 M 0 221 0 0 0 H 0 0 0 0
202 0 H 0 0 0 0 0 M 222 0 H- 0 L 0 0 0 0
203 0 0 M L- 0 0 0 0 223 0 H 0 0 0 0 0 0
204 H- 0 0 L M 0 0 L- 224 H 0 L L L- 0 0 0
205 0 0 0 M 0 0 L L 22 5 0 0 0 L 0 M 0 L-
206 0 0 0 0 L L 0 M- 226 H 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
20? M L 0 M 0 0 0 0 227 0 0 H 0 0 0 L 0
208 0 L L- 0 L L- 0 L 228 H 0 0 L L 0 0 0
209 0 0 L 0 0 0 L 0 229 0 0 0 L 0 0 0 L-
210 L- 0 0 0 0 0 H 0 230 M- 0 0 0 H 0 0 0
211 H L L 0 0 0 0 0 231 L- 0 0 0 H 0 0 0
212 L L 0 0 0 0 L 0 232 0 L M 0 0 0 0 0
213 H 0 0 L 0 0 0 0 233 L- 0 0 0 L- 0 M 0
214 0 0 0 M 0 L 0 L 234 0 0 L 0 0 L 0 L-
215 0 0 L 0 0 0 L M- 235 M M 0 L 0 0 0 L-
216 M H 0 0 0 M- 0 0 236 L 0 L L- 0 0 L 0
21? M- H 0 0 0 0 0 0 237 0 L L- 0 0 0 H 0
218 H 0 L 0 0 0 0 0 238 M- 0 0 0 L- 0 0 0
219 M 0 0 M 0 0 0 0 239 0 L 0 0 0 L 0 0
220 0 H 0 0 0 0 L 0 240 0 H 0 0 0 0 L 0
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TABLE 5
AUTHOR AND FACTORS FOR
MODELS OF FAMILY ASSESSMENT
Author of 
Model
Number of 
Factors
Factors
Included
Ackerman (1958) 4 A B C G
Ackerman & Behrens 
(1974)
2 A B
Chagoya & Guttman 
(1971) & Epstein (1968)
5 A B C D F
Ehrenwald (1963) 2 A G
Family Service Assoc. 
(1965)
2 A F
Fine (1974) 3 A B F
GAP (1970) 4 A B D E
Gehrke & Moxon (1962) 1 A
Grunebaum, Christ, & 
Neiberg (1969)
1 A
Handel (1965) 3 A F G
Hess & Handel (1959) 2 A H
Kaldushin (1971) 4 A B C G
Kluckholn (1958) 0 -  -  -  -
Leik & Northwood 
(1964)
1 C
Meyer (1959) 1 A
Minuchin (1974) 3 B C D
TABLE 5 (continued)
Author of Number of Factors
Model Factors Included
Otto (1963) 3 A B C
Poliak (1964) 3 A C D
Poliak & Brieland (1961) 2 C H
Ravich, Deutsch, & 
Brown (1956)
1 C
Ryder & Goodrich (1966) 1 A
Scherz (1965) 2 A C
Schreiber (1966) 3 A F G
Stuart (1973) 3 B C D
Titchner & Emerson 
(1958)
2 B D
Weiss & Monroe (1959) 3 A D G
Wells & Rabiner (1973) 6 A B C D E H
Winter & Ferreira (1970) 1 -G
Zelditch (1964) 0 -  -  -  -
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these extremes; seven had one factor included in their model, 
seven had two factors, eight had three factors, and three 
had four factors. None of the models assessed family 
functioning in each of the eight dimensions outlined from 
the factor analysis.
Hypothesis II
A ready reference list of factor titles and corres­
ponding item numbers can be found in Appendix A.
From Table 4, it can be determined that kZ vari­
ables had high loadings on Factor A. Thirty-one of these 
variables were skewed, however (see Table 1), and six of 
these (i.e., #18, 22, 51* 91* 99* and 102) were seriously 
skewed. Moreover, eight of the variables (i.e., #5^> 65,
91, 110, 1*K), 179, and 20b) received moderate loadings on 
additional factors, and two loaded highly on one other fac­
tor (i.e., #181 loaded on Factor A and C; #185 loaded on 
Factors A and F). Twenty-three variables loading negligibly 
on Factor A received high loadings on Factor B; ten received 
high loadings on Factor C; three received high loadings on 
factor D; four received high loadings on Factor E; one 
received a high loading on Factor F, and one received a 
high loading on Factor G. Factor A contained statements 
dealing with family identity, stability, and integrity 
descriptions.
k6
Factor B contained 33 variables with high loadings. 
Two of the variables (i.e., #1^3 and 195) were skewed, and 
four (i.e0, #23, 113» 202, and 216) received moderate load­
ings on additional factors« The high-loading variables of 
Factor B did not load highly on any other factor. Thirty- 
three variables loading negligibly on Factor B received high 
loadings on Factor A; eleven received high loadings on Fac­
tor C; five received high loadings on Factor D; seven re­
ceived high loadings on Factor Ej three received high load­
ings on Factor F, and three received high loadings on Fac­
tor G. Factor B contained lists of behaviors describing 
expressions of support and feelings among family members.
Factor C had seventeen high-loading variables, one
of which (i.e., #122) was skewed. Five variables (i.e., #7,
8, 113» 122, and 165) shared a moderate loading on another
factor. One variable (i.e., #181) also had a high loading
on Factor A. Thirty-two variables loading negligibly on 
Factor C received high loadings on Factor A; twenty-seven 
received high loadings on Factor B; three received high 
loadings on Factor D; seven received high loadings on Factor 
E; two received high loadings on Factor F; and three re­
ceived high loadings on Factor G. Factor C statements focused 
primarily on the parents, and the parents' ways of dealing 
with each other.
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In order to assist in the naming of four of the 
last five factors, loadings of *0 0 37* -0.38 and -O.39 were 
included in the factor structure <> This allowed Factor D 
to have nine rather than five items, Factor F to have 
seven rather than five items, and Factor G to have eight 
rather than six items. Factor E contained only those load­
ings reaching the original cutoff (i.e., -0.4-0 and above). 
And Factor H contained only the strongest loadings in its 
listing (i.e., two O.39, one -0.38, and one 0.37). These 
items, though they did not reach significance, did appear 
before a clear break in the factor loading occurred. The 
four items were used to give the author an impression of 
what the factor tended to represent.
Factor D, then, contained five variables which 
loaded highly on this factor, and four additional variables 
which bordered on a high loading. None of the variables 
were skewed, and none loaded either moderately or highly 
on other factors. Thirty-three variables loading negligibly 
on Factor D received high loadings on Factor A; twenty- 
eight received high loadings on Factor B; fifteen received 
high loadings on Factor C; seven received high loadings on 
Factor E; five received high loadings on Factor F; and four 
received high loadings on Factor G. The items within Fac­
tor D seemed to focus on the family as a system, particular­
ly as a system which ignores communication among members.
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All variables loading on Factor E were highly and 
seriously skewed . The means of these variables were much 
lower than average and thus introduced the strong possibil­
ity of sampling bias. The behavioral statements within 
Factor E all related to family therapy. Moreover, no partic 
ular pattern was evident in the statements which loaded 
negligibly on Factor E and highly on other factors. That 
is, 204 of the 240 variables loaded negligibly on Factor E. 
Sampling bias, then, was presumed to exist.
None of the five variables which loaded highly on 
Factor F were skewed. Only one variable (i.e., #185) loaded 
highly on another factor (i.e., Factor A). Thirty-four of 
the variables showing a negligible loading on Factor F 
loaded strongly on Factor A; twenty-seven loaded strongly 
on Factor B; fifteen loaded strongly on Factor Cj four 
loaded strongly on Factor D; seven loaded strongly on Factor 
E; two loaded strongly on Factor F; and six loaded strongly 
on Factor G. The variables within Factor F seemed to focus 
on the freedom that family members experience while living 
within their family.
Factor G had six variables which loaded highly with­
in it, and two others which approached a high loading. None 
of the eight variables were skewed, and only one (i.e.,
#106) shared a moderate loading on another factor (i.e.,
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Factor B)» Thirty-nine of the variables receiving a 
negligible loading on Factor G received a high loading on 
Factor A; twenty-six received a high loading on Factor B; 
thirty-five received a high loading on Factor C; five re­
ceived a high loading on Factor D; seven received a high 
loading on Factor E; four received a high loading on Factor 
F; and none received a high loading on Factor H. Factor 
G contained statements which seemed to describe a family 
system that encourages rule-bound behavior.
As mentioned earlier, none of the variables listed 
under Factor H loaded highly on Factor H. They did:,, however, 
approach a high loading0 None of the variables were skewed, 
and none shared a high or moderate loading with another 
factor. Thirty-three of the variables which loaded negli­
gibly on Factor H loaded highly on Factor A; thirty loaded 
highly on Factor Bj thirteen loaded highly on Factor C; 
six loaded highly on Factor Dj seven loaded highly on Fac­
tor Ej two loaded highly on Factor F? and six loaded 
highly on Factor Go The items within Factor H described 
individuals rather than a family system, and tended to 
focus on these individuals in relationship to others in­
side the familyo
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Second Order Factor Analysis
Intercorrelations among the eight factors were 
computed by means of a Pearson product-moment correlation. 
These intercorrelations were found to he moderate, and sug­
gested some redundancy among family functioning descriptions 
being measured. Table 6 presents the correlation matrix 
for the factors. Generally speaking, there was a fairly 
strong relationship among Factors A, B, and C (i.e., the 
correlations ranged from 0.4-1 to 0.4-7), between Factors 
B and F (i.e., 0.4-2), and between Factors C ang G (i.e., 
0*37)• There was a more moderate relationship between 
Factors A and E (i.e., -0.32), A and F (i.e., 0.3l)» and 
C and F (i.e., 0.31)» Factors A and G (i.e., 0.29) and 
C and H (i.e., 0.29) were also moderately related. Finally, 
Factors C and E (i.e., 0.26) and E and F (i.e., -0.25) were 
mildly correlated.
A second order analysis was determined from the 
intercorrelation matrix by means of a principal components 
analysis with a Varimax orthogonal solution. The variance 
among the eight factors was maximized at 0.24-38, and two 
second order factors were obtained. Meta-Factor I contained 
Factors A, B, C, F, G, and H. Meta-Factor II contained 
Factors D and E. These meta-factors tended to differ at one 
very basic level. Meta-Factor II contained items which 
described a type of family "dysfunction," whereas Meta-
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TABLE 6
INTERCORRELATIONS AMONG FACTORS
A B C
Factors
D E F G H
A 1.00
B 0.41 1.00
rau
C 0.44 0.47 1.00
o-po
P4
D 0.16 0.00 0.15 1.00
E -0.32 -0.14 -0.2 6 -0.20 1.00
F 0.31 0.42 0.31 0.02 -•0.25 1.00
G 0.29 0.31 0.37 0.02 -■0.17 0.14 1.00
H 0.15 0.21 0.29 0.01 -■0.10 0.19 0.18 1.00
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Factor I contained items more concerned with family 
"function." These two factors and their loadings may he 
found in Table 7»
Cross-Validation of Factors
The Phase II data collection of the present study 
was replicated using fifty Introductory Psychology students 
at a city college in Sacramento, California. Like Phasell, 
the data were intercorrelated using a Pearson product- 
moment correlation with a diagonal of unity. A principal 
components factor analysis was performed and a scree test 
used to suggest factor cut-offs. Again, eight factors 
were selected (see Figure 2) and submitted to both a Vari- 
max orthogonal rotation and a Promax oblique rotation. The 
Promax solution was used to interpret the data because it 
was the better simple structure solution. That is, thirteen 
variables loaded on more than one factor using the Promax 
rotation compared to nineteen variables using the Varimax 
solution. Variable communalities can be found in Appendix 
F. The cross-validation results are presented in more detail 
below.
Of the 2^0 variables, one hundred eighty-one had 
individual means between ^.00 and 7.00 (with a grand mean 
of 5*77) and standard deviations between 1.76 and 3»53« 
Fifty-nine variables were found to be skewed. A list of
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TABLE 7
SECOND-ORDER FACTORS
Factors Meta-Factor I Meta-Factor II
A o • 56 0.32
B O.76 0.15
C O.69 0.14
D -0.19 0.85
E -0.28 -0.44
F -0.60 -0.03
G 0.57 -0.0 6
H 0.53 -0.24
FIGURE 2 
PHASE III SCREE TEST
Variation
0.24
0.22
0.20
0.18
0.16
0.14
0.12
0.10
0.08
AAlAA
AAAA0.02
AA
AAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAA0.00
60 68 Roots
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these variables (i.e., 35 negatively skewed and 24 positive­
ly skewed) can be found in Table 8.
Forty-eight factors were obtained with eigenvalues 
of 1.00+ as a result of the factor analysis. These 48 fac­
tors accounted for 75»29$ of the total test variance.
Figure 2 provides a graph of the eigenvalues of these factors 
according to the scree test method (Cattell, 1967). Eight 
factors accounting for 40.56$ of the total test variance 
were retained. The eigenvalues and variances of the eight 
factors are presented in Table 9.
The significant variables within each of the eight 
factors are listed in Table 10, along with their structure 
matrix loadings. Again, variables were judged to be signif­
icant if their pattern matrix coefficients had a value of 
—0.40 and above. High (H), moderate (M), low (L), and ne­
gligible (0) loadings of the variables of the Phase III 
Promax factor matrix can be found in Table 11.
According to Table 11, thirty-seven variables had 
high loadings on Factor A ”. Three of these factors were 
skewed (i.e., #42, 143, and 217), and four loaded highly 
on other Phase III factors (i.e., Factor C®* #46, 110; Fac­
tor E*: #218, 236). Variables within Factor A® were similar 
to those of Factor B of Phase II. Twenty of the 37 variables 
were common to Factors A* and B (i.e., #3, 19, 21, 23, 32,
35, 56, 59, 64, 109, 113, 135, 143, 146, 190, 191, 202, 220,
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TABLE 8
SKEWED VARIABLES OF PHASE III
Var Mean S.D. Var Mean S.D. Var Mean S.D.
4 7.96 2.31 81 3.18 2.21 154 7.18 2.27
8 7.10 2.55 85 2.84 2.52 158 3.88 2.52
20 7.08 2.09 86 3.98 2.68 168 3.60 2.99
22 8.1k 1.50 91 7.64 1.73 171 3.78 2.78
24 7.02 2.15 99 7.72 1.59 174 7.40 l.?4
26 7.0k 2.54 100 7.56 1.95 179 3.62 2.70
27 7.36 2.08 101 7.30 2.76 195 2.84 2.31
39 7.32 1.75 102 7.50 1.64 196 7.36 2.32
42 7.08 1.86 104 7.38 2.30 204 3.04 2,90
51 7.76 2.00 105 7.26 1.87 206 3.58 3.50
6o 7.56 1.98 108 3.74 2.76 208 3.66 3.44
65 7.08 2.98 118 7.88 1.59 210 3.72 2.72
67 7.20 2.40 122 7.54 2.19 217 3.26 2.31
68 7.64 2.35 128 2.46 2.76 224 8.54 t-* 0 0 0
72 8.10 1.40 136 7.26 2.31 226 8.08
000CM
73 7.10 2.47 140 7.66 1.50 228 7.12 2,17
77 2.46 2.41 143 3.82 2.35 230 3.36 2.72
78 2.88 1.20 145 3.76 2.64 231 2.82 2.17
79 3.04 2.41 150 7.02 2.48 237 3.90 2.89
80 3.20 2.40 153 7.04 2.53
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TABLE 9
EIGENVALUES AND VARIANCES OF 
PHASE III FACTORS
Factor Eigenvalue Variation
1 30.08 0.1253
2 11.90 0.0496
3 11.19 0.0466
4 10.26 0.0427
5 9.^3 0.0393
6 8.59 0.0358
7 8.20 0.0342
8 7.69 0.0320
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TABLE 10 
VARIABLE NUMBER AND LOADINGS 
FOR PHASE III FACTORS
Var Loading Var Loading Var Loading Var Loading
Factor A*
182 .81 64 .64 23 .51 124 -.45
88 .79 42 .62 46 .51 190 .44
220 .76 143 061 113 .50 223 .44
59 • 75 54 060 110 .49 188 -.42
32 •73 56 .59 218 .49 121 .41
35 .73 202 .59 160 .48 146 .41
191 ..73 240 .57 3 .47 152 .40
109 .71 21 .55 236 .47
47 .68 144 • 55 130 -.46
135 .68 19 • 55 175 -.46
Factor B*
79 .72 230 .58 133 -.45 231 .40
78 063 16 1 0 h* 65 -.42
80 .59 122 -.50 77 .42
204 .58 81 .45 98 -.40
Factor C*
102 .66 164 .60 8 .54 51 .49
22 06O 227 • 57 41 <*53 85 -.48
TABLE 10 (continued)
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Var Loading Var Loading Var Loading Var Loading
Factor C* (continued)
118 .^ 7 210 -.4-7 153 .43 167 .4-2
128 -.4? 72 .46 218 • 4-3 196 .4-2
169 .47 236 .44 105 .4-2 99 .4-1
Factor D*
115 • 70 68 • 51 25 .4-6 60 .43
134- .67 14-9 • 51 71 .4-6 204 .42
30 .61 222 • 51 38 .44
28 1 e 234- • 50 111 .4-4
77 .52 4-9 .4-9 198 .44
Factor E '
120 • 71 129 -.54 173 .43 110 .40
39 .63 112 .51 4-1 .42
26 .58 101 <.4-4- 18 .40
131 .57 4-6 .4-3 103 .40
Factor F *
233 .72 119 .63 178 -.53 155 .51
165 0 ON VO 200 063 125 -.52 44 .48
6 .64 123 .55 29 • 51 158 .47
6 0
TABLE 10 (continued.)
Var Loading Var Loading Var Loading Var Loading
Factor F * (continued)
187 .46 132 .43 138 -.42 2 .41
184 .44 171 -.43 210 .42 12 .41
106 .43 215 .43 232 .42
Factor G*
66 .69 51 • 56 55 .50 145 .43
73 .62 92 .56 33 .49 43 .41
74 .61 226 • 56 216 .46
207 .61 95 .55 7 .45
13 .59 61 .51 40 .43
Factor H*
48 .70 193 .56 122 .48 209 .45
84 .64 101 .53 181 .48 80 .41
159 .59 189 • 51 98 .4 7 91 .40
172 • 56 199 .49 197 .45 117 .40
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TABLE 11
REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS OF PHASE III VARIABLES
Var A B c D E F G H Var A B c D E F G H
1 M 0 L L 0 0 0 0 21 H 0 L L- 0 L L 0
2 0 0 L- 0 0 H 0 0 22 0 0 H 0 0 L- 0 0
3 H L L 0 0 L- L 0 23 H L 0 L 0 0 0 0
4 0 0 M L- L- 0 0 0 24 0 M- M 0 L- 0 0 0
5 L 0 0 L L L- L 0 25 0 0 0 H M 0 0 0
6 0 0 L 0 0 H L- 0 26 0 0 0 L H 0 0 L
7 0 0 L L 0 0 H L- 27 L 0 0 0 0 L L 0
8 0 0 H 0 0 L L 0 28 L L- 0 H- 0 M 0 0
9 L L M 0 0 L L 0 29 0 0 0 L 0 H 0 M
10 L 0 0 0 M 0 0 L 30 L- L 0 H 0 L- 0 0
11 L 0 M- M- 0 L- M 0 31 L 0 0 0 0 0 L M
12 0 L L 0 0 H L 0 32 H 0 0 0 0 L- L 0
13 0 L L 0 0 L H 0 33 0 0 0 0 L- L H 0
14 M- 0 0 L M 0 0 M 34 L L L L 0 0 0 0
15 0 L- L 0 0 0 M 0 35 H M 0 L 0 0 0 0
16 0 H- 0 0 0 0 0 L- 36 L L- 0 0 0 M 0 L
17 0 0 M- 0 L- M- M L 37 0 0 0 M 0 0 0 0
18' M 0 L 0 H 0 L- L 38 L 0 0 H 0 0 L- M
19 H L- 0 L 0 0 0 0 39 L- 0 0 0 H 0 0 M
20 0 0 0 L 0 L M 0 40 M- 0 0 0 0 0 H 0
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TABLE 11 (continued)
Var A B C D E F G H Var A B C D E F G H
41 L- 0 H 0 H M 0 0 61 0 0 L- 0 M 0 H 0
42 H L- 0 0 0 0 0 0 62 0 L 0 L M 0 0 0
1*3 0 0 L- L 0 0 H 0 63 L- L- 0 M 0 0 0 L
l*l* M 0 L- L- 0 H 0 L 64 H L- 0 0 0 0 M L
45 L M 0 0 0 L 0 0 65 0 H- L M 0 L 0 L
1*6 H 0 0 0 H 0 0 L 66 0 0 1- 0 0 0 H 0
47 H L- 0 0 0 0 0 M 67 0 0 L 0 L 0 L- M
48 L 0 L 0 M 0 0 H 68 L- 0 0 H L 0 0 0
1*9 L- 0 0 L 0 M 0 0 69 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 L
50 0 0 0 M L- 0 M 0 70 0 M- L 0 0 M- L 0
51 0 0 H L- 0 0 H 0 71 0 0 1- H 0 0 0 0
52 0 0 0 L M- M 0 0 72 0 L- H L- M- 0 0 0
53 L- L- M L L- 0 0 L- 73 0 0 0 L- 0 0 H 0
54 H L- 0 L 0 0 0 0 74 0 0 0 0 0 0 H 0
55 0 0 0 L 0 L H 0 75 L 0 0 L 0 0 M 0
56 H L L L- 0 L L 0 76 M L- L- 0 0 0 L 0
57 M L L- 0 L L L- 0 77 0 H L- H L- 0 0 0
58 M L- 0 L L 0 0 M 78 0 H 0 0 0 0 0 0
59 H 0 0 0 0 0 0 L 79 0 H 0 L 0 L L- 0
60 M- 0 0 H 0 0 0 0 80 0 H 0 L 0 0 M- H
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TABLE 11 (continued)
Var A B c D E P G H Var A B c D E F G H
81 L H 0 0 L- 0 0 L 101 0 M- 0 L- H 0 0 H
82 0 0 L 0 0 0 0 M 102 L 1- H 0 0 L- 0 0
83 0 0 0 L L- L- L- 0 103 0 0 M 0 L L 0 0
84 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 H 104 L- 0 M M 1 0 0 0
85 0 L H- 0 0 0 0 0 105 0 0 H L 0 L 0 0
86 0 0 0 0 0 L- 0 M 106 L 0 0 0 M- H 0 0
87 M L 0 L M L L- M 107 L 0 0 L 0 0 0 0
88 H 0 0 0 0 0 1- 0 108 L L 0 0 0 M L 0
89 L M- 0 L- 0 L 0 L 109 H 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
90 0 0 L- L L- L- L 0 110 H L 0 L H L- L 0
91 L 0 M M L 0 0 H 111 L- 0 0 H 0 0 0 L
92 0 L- 0 0 L 0 H 0 112 M 0 0 L- H 0 0 0
93 0 0 L- 0 M- L M M 113 H M 0 0 0 0 L L
94 0 L- 0 0 M- L 0 0 114 0 0 0 0 0 1- L- 0
95 0 L- 0 0 0 L- H L- 115 L 0 0 H L 0 0 0
96 0 0 0 0 L M L L- 116 L M 0 M 0 M 0 L
97 0 0 0 0 L- 0 0 L 117 L- 0 0 0 L M L H
98 L H- 0 0 0 0 0 H 118 0 0 H 0 0 0 0 M
99 L 0 H L L M- 0 0 119 0 0 0 L- 0 H L- M
100 0 0 M L- M 0 0 L 120 0 L 0 0 H 0 0 0
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TABLE 11 (continued)
Var A B C D E F G H Var A B C D E F G H
121 H 0 L L 0 0 L- 0
122 0 H 0 0 0 L- 0 H
123 0 0 L L- 0 H 0 0
124 H- 0 0 0 L- M L 0
125 L- L 0 L L H- L L
126 0 0 L 1 0 M L 0
127 0 0 0 L M- 0 L 0
128 0 M H- 0 0 0 0 0
129 M- L 0 0 H- M 0 0
130 H- L L L M L L 0
131 0 0 0 0 H 0 L L
132 0 L 0 0 L- H 0 0
133 0 H- 0 0 0 0 0 L-
134 L 0 L- H 0 0 0 0
135 H L- 0 0 L- 0 0 0
136 L 0 0 0 0 0 0 M
137 L 0 0 0 L- 0 0 L
138 0 0 0 0 L- H- 0 L-
139 0 0 L 0 0 0 L L
140 0 L- L- L- 0 0 L 0
141 0 M 0 H 0 0 0 0
142 0 0 M 0 0 L M 0
143 H M 0 0 0 0 0 L
144 H L- L 0 0 0 L L-
145 M M- 0 0 0 L- H 0
146 H M 0 0 0 L L 0
147 M- 0 0 0 M 0 L M
148 M M 0 0 L 0 0 0
149 0 0 L H L 0 0 0
150 0 L- 0 0 0 0 0 L
151 L- M 0 0 0 0 L 0
152 H 0 L L 0 0 L- L-
153 L- L H L 0 0 1- 0
154 L 0 0 M 0 0 L L
155 0 0 L 0 0 H 0 0
156 0 L L 0 0 L L M
157 0 0 0 L- 0 M L L
158 L- 0 0 L 0 H L 0
159 0 0 0 L 0 0 0 H
160 H L- 1- 0 L- L 0 L
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TABLE 11 (continued)
Var A B C D E F G H Var A B c D E F G H
l6l M 0 L 0 0 M L 0 181 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 H
162 0 L 0 0 0 M M 0 182 H 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
163 0 0 0 L 0 M 0 0 183 L 0 1- M 0 M 0 0
164 L- L- H M- M- L 0 0 184 M 0 0 0 0 H 0 0
165 L- 0 0 0 0 H 0 0 185 0 L- 0 0 0 L 0 0
166 0 M 0 L L- L- 0 0 186 0 M- L 0 0 M L- 0
167 0 0 H M 0 L L- L 187 0 L 0 0 0 H 0 0
168 0 M 0 0 0 L- 0 0 188 H- 0 0 0 L M- 0 M
169 L 0 H 0 0 0 M 0 189 L 0 L 0 0 M- 0 H
170 0 L- 0 0 0 0 L M 190 H 0 0 0 L L M 0
171 0 0 0 0 L- H- M 0 191 H 0 0 0 L 0 0 0
172 L 0 0 0 M 0 L H 192 L- L- 0 L M- 0 0 M
173 L 0 0 0 H 0 0 0 193 0 0 L- L 0 L 0 H
17^ 0 L 0 M 0 0 0 0 194 L L- 0 0 L- 0 0 L
175 H- L- M- 0 L 0 0 L 195 M 0 0 L L 0 0 M-
176 L M L- L 0 L- 0 L 196 M- L- H 0 0 M 0 0
177 M 0 L- 0 0 0 0 0 197 M 0 L- 0 0 M L H
178 0 0 L 0 M- H- L 0 198 0 0 M H L- 0 L L
179 L- L 0 0 M- 0 0 M 199 0 0 L- 0 0 M- L H
180 0 L- L 0 0 M- M 0 200 0 0 0 0 0 H 0 0
TABLE 11 (continued)
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Var A B c D E F G H Var A B C D E F G H
201 L 0 0 L- M- L 0 0 221 M 0 L 0 0 L- L 0
202 H 0 0 0 0 0 L 0 222 0 0 0 H L M- 0 L
203 0 M- L L 0 L L- 0 223 H 0 L L 0 0 L L
204 0 H M- H 0 L- 0 L- 224 0 L- 0 L 0 0 L- L-
205 0 L- M 0 0 0 L- L 225 0 0 0 0 L 0 0 L
206 0 M L- L L L- 0 0 226 0 0 L M- 0 0 H 0
207 L 0 0 L- 0 0 H 0 227 0 0 H L- 0 L L 0
208 L 0 0 0 M- 0 0 M 228 L 0 0 L 0 0 L- 0
209 0 L- L 0 L L- 0 H 229 0 0 L- 0 M 0 0 0
210 L 0 H 0 0 H 0 0 230 0 H L- L 0 0 L 0
211 0 0 L L 0 L M 0 231 L H 0 0 L- 0 0 0
212 L 0 0 L L- L 0 0 232 0 L- 0 L 0 H 0 0
213 0 0 M L 0 0 L 0 233 0 0 0 0 M- H 0 0
214 0 0 M 0 0 L- L L 234 0 0 0 H L- 0 0 0
215 0 L- L- 0 0 H 0 M- 235 L 0 0 0 0 0 L L-
216 M L 0 0 0 0 H M- 236 H 0 H 0 0 0 L L
217 0 L 0 L L L L 0 237 L 0 0 L 0 M 0 0
218 H L- H 0 0 L- L 0 238 L- 0 0 0 0 L 0 M
219 M 0 M 0 M- 0 L- 0 239 L 0 0 0 L 0 M 0
220 H 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 240 H L 0 0 0 0 L L
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223, and 240). Four of the variables were common to Factors 
A* and A (i.e., 42, 54, 110, and 218), and one of the vari­
ables was common to Factors A' and C (i.e., #188).
Factor B* contained thirteen variables with high 
loadings. Nine of the variables were skewed (i.e., #77» 78* 
79, 80, 81, 122, 204, 230, and 231), and five loaded on 
other Phase III factors (i.e., Factor D': #77* 204; Factor 
H*: #80, 98). Seven of the thirteen variables were common 
to Factors B1 and E (i.e., #77* 78, 79* 80, 81, 230, and 
231).
Factor C ' contained twenty variables with high 
loadings. Thirteen of the variables were skewed (i.e., #8, 
22, 51, 72, 85, 99, 102, 105, 118, 128, 153, 196, and 210), 
and two loaded on other Phase III factors (i.e., Factor E*: 
#41; Factor F*; #210). Ten of the twenty variables were 
common to Factors C * and A (i.e., 22, 51, 72, 85, 99, 102, 
105, 118, 128, 218), and four of the variables were common 
to Factors C* and C (i.e., #8, 169, 196, and 227).
Seventeen behavioral statements had high loadings 
on Factor D*. Four were found to be skewed (i.e., #60, 68, 
77, and 204) and none loaded on other Phase III factors. 
However, four of the statements were common to Factors D* 
and A (i.e., #60,68, 71, and 240), two were common to 
Factors D* and B (i.e., #25, 222), and one was common to 
Factors D* and E (i.e., #77)»
68
Thirteen variables loaded highly on Factor E*.
Two were skewed (i.e., #39t 101) and one loaded highly on 
another Phase III factor (i.e., Factor H®; #101). Only two 
behavioral statements were in common with Phase II factors 
(i.e., #110 was common to Factors E® and A; #112 was common 
to Factors E* and B).
Factor F* had 23 high-loading variables. Three of 
the variables were skewed (i.e., #158, 171» and 210), and 
no variable received a duplicate loading on another Phase 
III factor. Three of the variables were common to Factors
F* and C (i.e., #123, 155* and 165)» two were common to Fac­
tors F' and B (i.e., #132, 200), two were common to Factors 
F® and D (i.e., #128, 138), and one was common to Factors
F® and G (i.e., #106).
Factor G® had seventeen high-loading behavioral 
statements. Four were skewed (i.e., #51 $ 73» 1^5» and 226), 
and two loaded on other Phase III factors (i.e., Factor C'i 
#51; Factor D': #68). Four behavioral statements were com­
mon to Factors G® and A (i.e., #51» 55» 1^5» and 226), three 
were common to Factors G® and F (i.e., #^1, 61, and 92), two
were common to Factors G® and B (i.e., #7^» 216), and two
were common to Factors G® and C (i.e., #7» 13) •
Factor H® had sixteen high-loading variables. Four
were skewed (i.e., #80, 91, 101, and 122), and no variables
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received a duplicate loading on another Phase III factor. 
Three variables were common with Factors H* and A (i.e., 
#48f, 91, and 181), and one was common to Factors H* and 
E (i.e., #80).
DISCUSSION
In the present study, subjects were allowed to 
place a card anywhere along a nine-point continuum of "least 
descriptive" to "most descriptive" of their families. The 
only enforced requirement was that they place at least one 
card in each box along the continuum. It is notable that, 
given this freedom of placement, and despite the differences 
among subjects, some variables tended to consistently appear 
with each other. On the strength of these data, then, the 
following conclusions were made: (1) A moderate degree of
agreement exists among the various models of family assess­
ment, and (2) the models have certain characteristics in 
common; namely, the eight dimensions of family functioning 
descriptions. These conclusions will be examined in more 
detail below.
Hypothesis I
"There are sources of common variance among the models of 
assessment that have been routinely used with families in 
clinical practice."
Covariance is a statistical term which provides 
an index of interrelatedness of test items (i.e., sources 
of common variance among variables). In the present
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analysis, roughly 76^ of the total test variance was 
accounted for by sixty-eight factors. However, as all of 
the factors did not provide equally useful information, 
only the top eight were retained for further analysis.
Thus, 3^% of the total test variance was "common variance" 
(i.e., variance accounted for by the eight factors of 
Phase II).
Column 3 of Table 5 provides the reader with a 
visual display of quthor-model commonalities. The authors 
tend to agree —  in twenty out of twenty-nine cases —  
about including items which describe family identity and 
integrity characteristics or stability issues in their 
scales (Factor A). Similarly, a significant number of 
authors (i.e., eleven out of twenty-nine) believe is assess­
ing some form of emotional expression and supportive 
function within the family (Factor B). Eleven of the 
authors recognize the importance of focusing, at least in 
part, on the marital relationship (Factor C), and eight 
regard the assessment of system rigidity to be noteworthy 
(Factor D). Only two authors consider a family's entry 
into therapy as significant information (Factor E).
Finally, five authors include in their assessment the 
degree of freedom experienced by family members (Factor F); 
seven choose to assess family standards for the behavior
72
of members (Factor G); and three authors focus on the 
identity/individuation process of family members in their 
scales (Factor H).
It is somewhat disappointing that the authors 
demonstrate "limited" rather than "strong" agreement on 
items considered to be critical to family assessment. 
Nevertheless, wide discrepancies in model content are evi­
dent. Accepting these discrepancies, it might be useful 
to consider what processes prevent a more solid agreement 
among models. Generally speaking, such processes would 
include the following: Differing theoretical orientations
(e.g., medical model vs. systems model of family therapy), 
disagreement over the primary focus of assessment (e.g., 
structural descriptions vs. cultural values and styles vs. 
controls and sanctions), and inconsistency with regard to 
the standardization of the models (e.g., semi-structured 
interviews vs. copyrighted scales).
In summary, the models of family assessment 
examined in the present study were found to overlap in 
content. Because of this, sources of common variance among 
the models of family functioning were presumed to exist.
A discussion of the points of overlap (i.e., the factors) 
will be presented in the next subsection.
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Hypothesis II
"An exploration of the patterning of items within these 
models will lead to a smaller, more integrated set of 
components to he construed as significant dimensions of 
family functioning descriptions."
Factor naming is hazardous» Perhaps particularly 
so in the present study, which is faced with limitations 
"based upons (1) The type of sample population used, and 
(2) the number of variables included in the project. As 
mentioned in the previous section, many of the variables 
were skewed, either positively or negatively. In some 
cases, the items with low variance may not have correlated 
with other variables because of low standard deviations 
(e.g., #37> 224). In other cases, however, items with low 
variance may have developed an artificially high correlation 
with other variables because of stable placement of these 
items. Thus, the correlations were significantly influ­
enced by the sample population used.
There were 240 variables used in the present 
study. Very few computer programs are designed to handle 
over 200 variables. Moreover, the programs which can mani­
pulate 240 are considered experimental (Keith, Nancy,
Keith, N. Personal communication, 1980.
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1980). To some degree, then, the results may he biased 
by the computational system relied on for the factor 
analysis.
Despite the limitations of sample and variable 
size, however, some structuring of variables did develop; 
a result of considerable significance. Table 3 presents 
the factors along with an abbreviated form of the behavioral 
statements contained in each. The factors, in turn, will 
be described in more detail below.
Factor At Descriptions relating to family identity, 
stability, and integrity. Factor A seems to represent a 
family "personality style" more than a dimension for the 
description of family functioning. The behavioral state­
ments receiving a high loading on Factor A seem to be based 
on an almost stereotypical comment on "middle class America." 
Items focus on the following themes: There is a family
centeredness that evolves from shared goals, values, and 
aspirations. Children are encouraged to achieve, both 
scholastically and socially, and "hard work" is valued.
Family members are involved in a range of family functions 
from "natural" events like birthday celebrations to "special" 
events such as problem solving or creativity sessions.
Family "rules" are clear and enforced. The boundaries be­
tween the family and the outside environment are also clear,
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and family members are encouraged to do things together 
(i.e., cohesiveness among both nuclear and extended family 
members is encouraged). Parents tend to stay married, and 
children tend to live at home until they are old enough to 
leave. Parents devote much of their time and energy to the 
children, and the children experience their family as up­
wardly mobile and religious. Rational thinking, assertive­
ness, and self-control (i.e., discipline) are valued. More­
over, the lines of communication within the family are 
open, and individual wishes can influence family conjoint 
decisions (i.e., there is a pattern of democratic decision­
making). Again, this complex seems to represent a pattern 
of "good adjustment" from the middle class frame of ref­
erence. This contention is supported by the fact that yi 
of the factor's ^2 variables are skewed, suggesting that 
the subjects had highly similar opinions of what their 
families were like, and that these opinions reflect a middle 
class frame of reference.
Before dismissing Factor A, it is useful to con­
trast the high-loading variables with those that were 
negligible for this factor. Generally speaking, Factor 
A variables have little to do with descriptions of how mem­
bers relate to each other (e.g., who talks to whom, what 
members talk about, what members do together), particularly 
"emotional" relating. Moreover, there is some indication
?6
that items loading on Factor A have a "future-orientation" 
(i.e., a goal-orientation) more than a here-and-now 
orientation (i.e., present orientation). Taking all these 
elements into consideration, it can be concluded that 
Factor A variables describe a member's identity with family 
goals (which are generally based on middle-class values), 
acceptance of these goals, and use of integrity in pursuit 
of these goals.
Factor B: A family interaction pattern marked by
an emphasis on emotionality and support„ Factor B contains 
items which seem to represent a pattern of family interaction 
marked by an emphasis on emotionality and mutual support. 
Items focus on the following issues: Family members tend
to be aware of their feelings and willing to share them 
with others. Support (e.g., offering assistance, comfort, 
etc.) is demonstrated, interactions tend to be spontaneous, 
and physical signs of affection are frequently displayed. 
Similarly, sexuality (i.e., sex education) is dealt with 
openly. Within this complex, an emotional as well as task- 
oriented approach to problem-solving is expressed. Finally, 
family members tend to be conscious and considerate of one 
another's personal and interpersonal needs.
Contrasting the high-loading variables with those 
items which load negligibly on Factor B, it can be determined
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that Factor B has little to do with support experienced 
between parents, or support (i.e., aid, assistance) obtained 
from outside the family (i.e., outside agencies). Factor B 
items do not contain statements which reflect family bound­
aries (Minuchin's tern for generational and sex distinct­
ions, 197^)» nor do they focus on "teaching" kinds of beh­
aviors (e.g., how to "reason out" a conflict, how to eat in 
a formal setting). In sum, Factor B items tend to be present 
rather than future-oriented, and focus strongly on the inter­
actions among family members, particularly those inter­
actions that evoke and involve expression of feelings.
Factor G : Behaviors relating to mutuality in the
•parenting and marital roles. Factor C is defined specific­
ally by items relating to the parenting and marital roles 
of mother and father. The complex presents parenting in 
terns of the division of labor over household duties, 
discipline of the children, and chiId-rearing. Additionally, 
the complex presents the marital role in terms of time 
spent together (by mother and father), and shared affection, 
values, and power.
In contrast to these high-loading items, Factor G 
variables have little to do with focus on the expression of 
feelings, or parent-child (e.g., to come to the children*s 
assistance), child-child (e.g., time spent playing with
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brothers and sisters), or family-world (e.g., to visit 
others) interactions. In fact, there is a notable oimnission 
of variables dealing with interactions of any sort, except 
those between mother and father. Thus, focus on the rela­
tionship between mother and father is considered most 
diagnostic in this factor.
Factor Dt A family system marked bv lack of open 
communication, aloofness of members, and rigidity. Factor 
D presents items that describe behavior normally considered 
"maladjusted." More specifically, the items describe a 
family that seems governed by the following: An overly
strict code of ethics, use of guilt, and harsh and inter­
fering actions on the part of the parents. Family problems 
tend not to be resolved, and these problems present them­
selves, again and again, over time.
Factor D items tend to have few descriptions of 
relationships (i.e., between mother and father, between 
parents and children, between children and children, and 
between the family and "outsiders"). Moreover, most items 
relating to or describing communication among family mem­
bers load negligibly on this factor (e.g., talk to child­
ren about sex, members compliment one another, parents 
listen to children’s problems). Factor D, then, describes 
an uncommunicative and very rigid family system.
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Factor E: Descriptions related to family therapy
and treatment issues. Factor E is limited to seven items 
describing what a family does once it enters into therapy, 
and after therapy terminates. While the content of the 
items (i.e., the actual behavioral statements) reflects 
work done on areas of family dysfunction while in treat­
ment, another, more probable description of the factor 
exists. It is likely that the eight items —  the only items 
out of the 2*1-0 that mentioned family therapy —  reflect a 
characteristic of the college population sampled (i.e., 
the individuals were not members of families who had parti­
cipated in family therapy). Support for this argument can 
be found by consulting the list of skewed variables in 
Table 1. All items having high loadings on Factor E have 
very low means. This suggests that subjects considered the 
items "least descriptive" of their families. As these 
variables so strongly reflect a characteristic of the sample 
used, and as a focus on the negligible loadings do not add 
to factor interpretation, the existence of Factor C (with 
regard to the general population) is considered to be 
highly tentative.
Factor F: Acceptance of independent. assertive,
and non-conforming behavior among family members. Items 
receiving both high and moderate loadings on this factor
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reflect the following characteristics* A general acceptance 
and/or tolerance of independence (cognitively, emotionally, 
and socially) in family members is shown. Moreover, respon­
sible behaviors (e.g., encouraging "mastery" of problems, 
letting children purshase food) are encouraged. A certain 
amount of self-control and good judgment is assumed to exist 
in both parents and children, and controls and sanctions 
are limited. Finally, communication channels tend to be 
open (e.g.,- children can voice their complaints) and used 
(e.g., parents admit when they do not know something).
Variables within Factor F have little to do with 
issues of family togetherness (i.e., cohesiveness), or 
events or interactions that might encourage togetherness 
(e.g., experiencing a trauma together, sharing in decision 
making). Neither do Factor F variables focus on feelings 
of individual family members, though through "acceptance" 
family members might offer each other support. What Factor 
F variables do describe is a characteristic of the family 
system as a whole. Specifically, its ability to accept 
and encourage mature, adultlike behaviors in family members.
Factor Gt Maintenance of role- and rule-bound 
behavior. Factor G variables reflect a style of relating 
among family members marked by an emphasis on social con­
formity (e.g., daughters "take after" mother, mother asks
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father to make important decisions)o Adherence to strict 
standards of cooperation, and the concomittant suppression 
of aggressive thoughts, impulses, and feelings, is also 
thematic among items with high and moderate loadings on 
this factor. Unlike Factor F, "don't make waves" seems 
to be the underlying message of the behavioral statements 
within this factor.
From an inspection of the variables with negligible 
loadings on this factor, it can be determined that Factor G 
items are unrelated to problem-solving issues (e.g., holding 
"creativity sessions") and issues associated with shared 
attention among family members (e.g., parents giving up 
time together to spend it with their children) or similarities 
among family members (e.g., feelings expressed in a similar 
manner). Taking these dissimilarities into consideration, 
and recognizing that Factor G has a moderately high correl­
ation with Factors B and C (which contain statements related 
to the provision of support through the expression of 
feelings of affection, and shared responsibility on the 
part of the parents), it is reasonable to conclude that 
Factor G items focus on the maintenance of the family sys­
tem's equilibrium through adherence to family "rules" which, 
in turn, conform to socially prescribed "roles" (i.e., for 
males, females, parents, and children).
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Factor H: Identity issues independent of roles
of family members. Factor H items have relatively low 
loadings compared to the former seven factors. Neverthe­
less, as there are variables which load more highly on 
this factor than others, they will he used to suggest the 
definition of Factor H. Specifically, Factor H variables 
reflect a complex in which the individuation process 
(Bowen's term, 1966) of family members is assessed. The 
degree to which family members differentiate themselves 
from "the family" and other family members is an underlying 
component of this factor.
Unlike Factor D, Factor H variables do not carry 
with them a sense of aloofness. A type of family bond is 
recognized (e.g., a shared image of mother and father). 
However, this bond seems secondary to family members® 
individual pursuit of self-identity (as opposed to family 
identity). That is, items loading negligibly on Factor H 
suggest that the factor has little to do with roles (e.g., 
"rank" not pulled, youngest called "baby"), feelings of 
mutuality among the parents (e.g., shared disciplining), or 
parent-child interactions (e.g., help given with homework). 
Neither do the items relate to messages given (e.g., com­
pliments) or received (e.g., children understanding what 
they were told). On the whole, then, the data suggest that
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Factor H variables reflect a process by which individuals 
who identify themselves with the family unit also strive 
to individuate from that unit.
Second-Order Factors
Factor loadings within the two second-order fac­
tors are strong (See Table 7 for details), and the eight 
factors of the present study divide into two categories.
One category contains Factors A, B, C, F, G, and H. The 
other category includes Factors D and E. On the surface, 
these meta-dimensions are fairly distinct. Factor D 
("A family system marked by lack of open communication, 
aloofness, and rigidity of members.") stands out as the 
one factor with items which describe a negative aspect of 
family functioning. Factor E ("Descriptions related to 
family therapy and treatment issues.") is somewhat sim­
ilar in that its items focus on a family's decision to 
enter into therapy. And a realization that the family is 
"hurting" in some way usually precedes a decision to enter 
into therapy. Thus, Meta-Factor II is defined as the 
meta-dimension assessing "Family Dysfunction." And Meta- 
Factor I is defined as the meta-dimension assessing "Family 
Funcation." Unfortunately, although this distinction is 
clear, logical, and parsimonious, the author finds it un- 
enlightening. The second-order factors reflect a dichotomy
8^
that has little clinical utility. Just as some authors 
focus on a model of dysfunction/disease when writing 
about family therapy (i.e., the medical model), others focus 
on a model of function/health in their works (i.e., the 
systems model). In essence, the meta-dimensions simply 
highlight this process.
Cross-Validation of Factors
From even a cursory examination of the Phase III 
data, it can be gleaned that the Phase II factors are 
quite limited in their generalizability. That is, the 
original eight factors were not wholly replicated in the 
second study. However, some factors did approach general­
izability (i.e., Factors A, B, E, and F), and these will 
be described in more detail below.
Replication of Factor B. Factor A* contains 37 
statements which describe a variety of interactions among 
family members, particularly those interactions having 
emotional significance. Twenty of these statements are also 
found in Factor B of the original study; a fact which sug­
gests that items within Factor B describe a stable family 
dimension, "A family interaction pattern marked by an 
emphasis on emotionality and support." Nevertheless, there 
are several items present in Factor B that are not present 
in Factor A '0 And there are several items in Factor A *
85
that are not present in Factor B. This suggests that the 
stability of Factor B is limited and requires more detailed 
review.
In a way, Factor B contains items which can be 
thought of as belonging to seven different "groups." For 
example, some items describe expression of feelings. Some 
items describe problem-solving behavior. Some items describe 
expression of "care" via signs of affection. Some items 
describe expression of "care" via offers of assistance.
Some items describe the degree of time family members 
spend with each other. Some items describe the type of 
time family members spend with each other, or family inter­
actions. Finally, some items relate to sex education.
Using these "groups" as a reference point, a stronger 
argument can be made that Factor A® replicates Factor B.
More specifically, Factor A® items can be construed as 
falling in six of the seven groups mentioned above, with 
"items relating to sex education" being the only group of 
items not present in the factor (i.e., Group Is 3» 35,
59, 113, 121+ 143, 240; Group 2: 21, 32, 47, 56, 64, 160,
191, 202, 236; Group 3« 23, 109, 146, 182; Group 4: 42,
54, 218, 220; Group 5: 88, 124; Group 6: 19, 46, 110, 130, 
135, 144, 175, 188, 190, 223). As items relating to sex 
education do notfit well into Factor B anyway, and as only
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on Factor A* item does not fit neatly into any Factor B 
grouping* the author concludes that Factor B measures a 
relatively stable family dimension(s)o (Note: The use of
the plural "dimension(s)" will be explained later in the 
subsection.)
Replication of Factor E . Factor E of the original 
study contains items that are actually a subset of the items 
contained in Factor B®. That is, all the items describing 
family therapy (which makes up Factor E) are present in 
Factor B®. In addition, Factor B* includes items related 
to individual therapy (i.e., #16, 20^), descriptions of fam­
ily composition (i.e., #65, 122), members* style of coping 
with the stresses of others (i.e., #133)» and an item des­
cribing a potential family stressor (i0e<>, #98). Like 
Factor E, items within Factor B® are highly skewed. Thus, 
though the items seem to be part of a stable factor, "Des­
criptions related to family therapy and treatment issues," 
the factor's existence in the general population is still 
considered tentative. These items might provide more use­
ful information if they were given to a group of subjects 
who had participated in family therapy in the past. In the 
samples used in both the original and cross-validation study, 
not enough of these individuals were represented to have an 
effect on the results. Thus, because most subjects came
87
from families that never sought counseling, most of the 
family therapy items tended to clump in the "least des­
criptive" box. Nevertheless, it is interesting to note 
that in Factor B', items are included which relate to life 
stressors and individuals" reactions to these stressors —  
events which relate to family therapy at some level (e.g., 
if mother and father divorce, the remaining family might 
be more likely to enter into therapy). However, because of 
the few number of subjects used in the cross-validation 
study, the existence of this relationship can only be 
considered tentative.
Renlication of Factor A . Factor A is a very com­
plex factor, containing items describing a range of behaviors. 
Like Factor B, it can be argued that this factor contains 
many smaller "groups" of items. For example, some items 
describe family cohesiveness. Some items describe the 
sociability of family members. Some items describe char­
acteristics of a socioeconomically "middle class" family.
Some items describe assertive behaviors. Some items des­
cribe issues related to obedience. Some items describe 
issues related to acceptance of responsibility. And, 
finally, some items describe achievement-oriented behaviors. 
"Descriptions relating to family identity, stability, and 
integrity" can be viewed in terms of separate, smaller
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sets of descriptions. In other words, issues of "identity" 
could he related to items describing "cohesive" and "socia­
ble" behaviors. Issues of "stability" could be related to 
items describing "middle-class-ness." And issues of 
"integrity" could be related to items describing "achieving," 
"obedient," "responsible," and "assertive" behaviors. Using 
this framework, it can be concluded that Factor C 8 provides 
replication of the following aspects of Factor As "Identity" 
items related to sociability (i.e., # 99 > 105)> and "inte­
grity" items describing striving for achievement in family 
members (i.e., #22, 51, 118). Other Factor A items 
receiving high loadings on Factor C' describes Family 
cohesiveness (i.e., #72, 128, 153» 218, 236), sense of 
responsibility (i.e., #8, 85), and obedience (i.e., #4l, 102, 
and 210). Items unique to Factor C* also describe family 
sociability (i.e., #164).
Factor D* contains four items that also load highly 
on Factor A, in addition to unique items that seem to fit 
the description of some of the Factor A "groups." More 
specifically, Factor D* replicates all Factor A items des­
cribing family "stability" (i.e., #28, 30, 68, 77, and 1^9). 
Also, a few items related to "integrity" issues of achieve­
ment (i.e., #13*0 and obedience (i.e., #111) were found 
in Factor D*. A few "identity" issues of cohesiveness 
(i.e., #60, 71) also appeared in Factor D*, but not enough
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to warrant replication. In fact, only items related to the 
"stability" characteristics of Factor A were truly replic­
ated in Factor D'-
As "identity" and "integrity" items seem to have 
received replication in Factor G 9, and as "stability" items 
seem to have been replicated in Factor D®, the author con­
cludes that Factor A ("Descriptions relating to family 
identity, stability, and integrity.") is a moderately 
stable dimension of family functioning descriptions.
Replication of Factor F . In addition to Factors 
B, E, and to some extent A, three of the highest loading 
items on Factor F (i.e., #40, 6l, and 92) are also found 
in Factor G*. In addition, Factor G* contains a unique 
item that has a moderate loading on Factor F (i.e0, #43). 
These events lend support to the conclusion that a factor 
describing, "Acceptance of independent, assertive, and 
non-conforming behavior among family members" exists and 
is moderately stable.
Non-Replication of Factors C, D. G. and H . Overall, 
while eight factors describing dimensions of family function­
ing were hypothesized to exist, only four were replicated, 
at least in part, in the cross-validation study. Generally
speaking, Factor A* replicated Factor B, Factor B® replic­
ated Factor E, Factors C® and D® replicated Factor A, and 
Factor G® replicated Factor F. By the process of elimin­
ation, it can he deduced that original factors G, D, G, and 
H did not replicate. Thus, these factors cannot he con­
sidered stable dimensions of family functioning descriptions. 
The remaining factors produced in the cross-validation study 
(i.e., E®, F®, and H) are not discussed in this section 
because of the very limited contribution which they provide 
with regard to factor naming and stability.
Reasons for Limited Replication. The cross- 
validation results were disappointing, particularly as the 
author found the original factors to make such intuitive 
sense. The lack of replication can be explained by any 
number of events. Among the most probable are the following:
(1) Too few subjects included in the replication, (2) a 
basic difference in the subject population used, (3) item 
error, (^ ) poor construct validity, (5) "over-grouping" 
of factors, and/or (6) a lack of true communal!ty among 
items. These explanations will be outlined in more detail 
below.
It is likely that all the events mentioned above 
contributed to the lack of factor replication. For example,
91
some subjects did have difficulty answering test items (e.g., 
"If no one in my family ’never received counseling®, where 
do I put this one?" Or, "What does 'e.go' mean?"). Also, 
there were some subtle differences in the college samples 
used. For instance, the subjects were going to school in 
different states (i.e., Louisiana vs. California), they 
attended different types of institutions for higher learn­
ing (i.e., a state university vs. a city college), and they 
had different access to experimental situations (i.e., high 
access vs. no access). Finally, the relatively small num­
ber of subjects in the cross-validation study (N = 50) may 
have contributed to the lack of factor replication.
Ignoring subjects, a lack of reliability or con­
struct validity may have contributed to high error variance. 
This would have affected replication. As the present 
experimental instrument has not been examined for reliability 
or construct validity, however, the degree to which it 
affected the factor loadings cannot be determined.
Beyond the explanations listed above, it is the 
author's contention that many potential factors have been 
lost because they have collapsed into one single factor 
(i.e., have been "overgrouped"). This is what is believed 
to have occurred in Factor B, for example, and is why the 
author used the plural "dimension(s)" earlier in the sub­
section. This phenomenon has also occured in Factor A.
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Most notably, items originally loading on Factor A subse­
quently loaded highly on two different factors (i.e., 
Factors C* and D') in the replication, each making "good 
sense." If this occurred for Factors A and B, it could 
also have occurred with other factors, and it would account 
for the seeming inconsistency of test results in Phaselll. 
Instead of a lack of communality among behavior statements, 
then, the replication data might more accurately reflect 
a lack of differentiation among the factors. Thus, future 
research might best focus on factor differentiation.
Implications of the Present Research Findings
The present study evolved from this author’s 
interest in assessing the communality and stability of 
popular dimensions of assessment in current use. While 
moderate communalities were found, the stability of these 
communalities was not clearly evidenced. The presence of 
unique factors and error was strong. Despite the error 
variance, however, some structure was derived from the data. 
Moreover, despite the fact that subjects were not requested 
to sort the cards according to a normal distribution and 
despite the fact that, for loadings to occur, these items 
had to consistently covary along a nine-point continuum 
(i.e., with some subjects responding with "most descriptive" 
and some with "least descriptive" to the same item), parts
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of the original structure even replicated itself. Thus, 
some overlap in popular dimensions of assessment was pre­
sumed to exist. The remaining question is, "Is it worth­
while continuing this line of research, in pursuit of a 
single, integrated schedule of family functioning?" The 
answer, in the author9s opinion, is "Yes." The author be­
lieves that commonalities in dimensions within family assess­
ment models exist. However, that these commonalities are 
accurately reflected in variable communalities is less 
certain and, in fact, believed to be camouflaged (i.e., 
it is believed that a number of potential factors have 
callapsed into one). In subsequent studies, particularly 
those using a different population, this "overgrouping" 
of factors may correct itself. A method of encouraging 
the differentiation among factors, however, clearly needs 
to be developed.
In summary, the present study affects the field 
of family therapy in two wayss First, the findings lend sup­
port to the assumption that some overlap seems to exist 
among the current models of assessment in use. That is, a 
convergence in thinking among authors in evidenced. And 
secondly, the findings provide a conceptual framework for 
this convergence in thinking. That is, the factors pro­
duced in Phase II allow dimensions of family functioning
9^
descriptions to be seen as distinct from authors and/or 
models of assessment. Such distinctiveness may encourage 
greater dialogue and collaboration among researchers and/or 
practitioners in the future.
Suggestions for Future Research
Accepting the author’s assumption that it is valu­
able to follow through in pursuit of an integrated body of 
knowledge on family assessment, two important issues remain 
to be addressed. Before a single, integrated schedule of 
family functioning can be developed, more information needs 
to be acquired with regard to: (1) factor differentiation,
and (2) factor usefulness. As mentioned earlier, the author 
believes that some of the factors produced in the original 
analysis were "overgrouped," that is, a single factor con­
tained many potentially separate factors within it. If 
this is true, then a more thorough investigation needs to 
be done on factor differentiation. In other words, the 
question becomes, "Can the factors produced in this study be 
reduced to more parsimonious dimensions of family functioning 
descriptions?"
Even if a way is found for the factors to become 
optimally differentiated, however, there is still the question 
of factor usefulness: "Will the factors be useful to
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clinicians interested in assessment for treatment purposes?" 
And/or, "Will the factors be significant for researchers 
interested in assessing the effectiveness of family therapy?" 
Future research in this areas needs to answer all of these 
questions. The author's suggestions for research which 
would attempt to answer these questions are presented below.
First, for a study with 2^0 variables, relatively 
few variables were found to be significant. In the future, 
a stronger focus might be placed on these itemsi perhaps 
adding some and discarding others, or rewording statements 
so that they became easier for subjects to answer.
While the rewording is a relatively easy task to 
accomplish, the addition and deletion of items is more com­
plex. Particularly as it implies the need for a criterion 
through which to judge item significance. One way to estab­
lish a criterion for item significance would be to ask the 
individual authors to provide their own. For example, 
the authors could be given several statements drawn from 
their own work and/or other author's models of assessment
and asked, "Which one of the following ___  items do you
think best describes the dimension of family functioning 
being assessed?" While this clearly approaches an optimal 
research situation, in the present author's opinion (with 
"optimal" being reserved for each author contributing his/ 
her own statements), it iw questionable whether such research
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"works" (i.e., whether the authors could afford and/or would 
be willing to give their time to this matter). Because of 
these events, another approach is suggested: (1) Ask two
individuals to read a relevant article or two by a partic­
ular clinician who research is included in the investigation; 
(2) ask each of the individuals to independently develop a 
set of possible behavior statements which they judge to rep­
resent a particular family functioning dimension; and (3) 
look for the statements which show some overlap or agree­
ment in content. Graduate students enrolled in a course on 
family therapy would be best-suited for this type of analysis.
In addition to item scrutiny, the following points 
need to be considered in order to develop a study which 
facilitates factor differentiation. Attention needs to be 
paid to sample size, types of individuals included in the 
sample, number of variables included in the assessment 
instrument, specificity of variables included in the assess­
ment instrument, and types of instructions given to the 
subjects.
Generally speaking, a larger sample is better than 
a smaller sample. A series of moderate samples is even 
better, though. The author considers 300 subjects to be 
a moderate sample number, fifty to be small. Replicating 
this study on two or three samples of 300 subjects would 
allow more confidence to be placed in the results. In the
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beginning, this might best be done using subjects from a 
similar population, recognizing that a focus on stability 
of factors precedes an assessment of generalizability at 
this stage of the research„
With regard to the individuals included within the 
sampleo subjects other than college students would be best. 
However, considering the number of subjects required for 
an optimal sample size (as mentioned above), college stu­
dents might be one of the few practical alternatives. Other 
potential populations from which to draw samples of subjects 
in large numbers might include church groups (where a whole 
family might be available to participate), clubs and organ­
izations such as the Scouts, Jaycees, Rotary, YMGA, etc., or 
high schools where students might be asked to complete the 
experiment him/herself and bring one home or bring one 
other family member in (maybe specifically a parent) to also 
participate in the experiment. Eventually, members of the 
same nuclear family might be used as subjects in order to 
insure greater accuracy in data collection.
Two hundred forty variables were used in the present 
study and, in this author’s opinion, 2^0 should be the max­
imum number of variables used in future research. Most 
subjects completed the experimental task in 30 to 40 minutes. 
However, most subjects appeared tired of reading and placing 
items by the end of the experiment. As it is not known how
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much fatigue affects individual responses, care should be 
taken to avoid inducing it as much as possible. Thus,
ZkQ to 250 should be considered the upper limit on items 
to be included in future studies.
Just as a potential conflict exists between the 
fulfillment of recommendations for optimal sample size and 
subject type (i.e., a large group is needed and college 
students are available in large groups, but college students 
are not the optimal group of subjects), so also does a 
potential conflict exist between fulfillment of recommenda­
tions for optimal variable number and variable specificity. 
For example, in the present study, an item was used which 
read, "Parents encouraged children to 'master* their own 
problems, although they offered their own help if this 
could not be done" (#13^)• This behavioral statement is 
not variable specific in that it blends two potential factors; 
one a dimension related to achievement, and another a dim­
ension related to support. If each of the variables used 
in this study were made as specific as possible, more than 
2^0 statements may develop. Clinical judgment, then, might 
be used to determine which of the descriptions are most 
important to assess. Or, subjects might be asked to perform 
the experiment in two parts, on two separate occasions. 
Drawbacks to each of these solutions exist, yet it is im­
portant to limit the variable number as much as possible.
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Finally, with regard to factor differentiation, 
attention needs to be paid to the types of instructions 
given the subjects. Specifically, whether subjects are 
asked to put "at least one card" in any one box along a 
continuum, or whether they are asked to put a certain 
number of cards in each box, simulating a normal curve. 
Although variable correlation might increase with the lat­
ter set of instructions, it would not help factor differ­
entiation. Thus, the former set of instructions in 
considered worth pursuing, although some amendment of the 
task might be in order, such as making an 11-point con­
tinuum out of the nine-point continuum.
Questions of factor usefulness will likely require 
a separate research project. Stable factors are best found 
before they can be assessed for usefulness. However, once 
the factors stabilize, the question of usefulness can be 
viewed is two ways: (1) Do the statements accurately des­
cribe the assessment dimension in question? For example, 
does the statement, "Parents encouraged children to do well 
in school and/or school-related activities" (#22) accurately 
describe the assessment dimension "descriptions relating 
to family identity, stability, and integrity"? (2) Do the 
statements accurately reflect family behavior? For example, 
does a score of one (i.e., "least descriptive") on "When 
father acted in an authoritarian manner, mother became
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submissive" (#83) accurately reflect a mother's behavior? 
That is, does she do something other than "become submis­
sive" when father acts in an authoritarian manner? These 
two types of questions actually relate to construct and con­
current validity. Future research projects should treat 
them as such.
Concluding Remarks
The present study was conceived and implemented 
out of a desire to discover dimensions of family functioning 
descriptions, or theoretical concepts relevant to the treat­
ment process of family therapy. To this end, research goals 
approached achievement. Eight dimensions of family funct­
ioning descriptions were obtained in the original analysis, 
and four of these dimensions received limited replicability 
in the cross-validation study. The present author hopes to 
continue this line of research and join forces with other 
researchers/clinicians in the field to participate in the 
movement to organize the thoughts, tools, and techniques 
of assessment in family therapy.
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APPENDIX A 
PHASE II FACTORS AND VARIABLES
Factor A
Factor B
Factor C
Factor D
Factor E
Factor F
Factor G
= Descriptions relating to family identity, stab­
ility, and integrity.
Item numbers! 1, 20, 22, 24, 27, 37, ^2, 48,
51, 54, 55, 60, 65, 67, 68, 71, 72, 85, 91, 96, 
102, 104, 105, 110, 118, 128, 140, 145, 174,
179, 180, 181, 183, 185, 204, 211, 213, 218,
224, 226, 228.
= A family interaction pattern marked by an empha­
sis on emotionality and support.
Item numbers: 3, 5, 10, 19, 21, 23, 25, 32, 35,
56, 59, 64, 7 ,^ 76, 109, 112, 113, 132, 135, 143,
146, 148, 190, 191, 195, 200, 202, 216, 217, 220,
222, 223, 240.
= Behavior relating to mutuality in the parenting 
and marital roles.
Item numbers: 7, 8, 9, 13, 15, 103, 122, 123,
130, 142, 155, 161, 165, 169, 181, 196, 227.
= A family system marked by lack of open communic­
ation, aloofness of members, and rigidity.
Item numbers: 30, 70, 125, 138, 188, 199, 207,
219, 221.
= Descriptions related to family therapy and treat­
ment issues.
Item numbers: 77, 78, 79, 80, 81, 230, 231.
= Acceptance of independent, assertive, and non- 
conforming behavior among family members.
Item numbers: 40, 46, 49, 61, 92, 94, 185.
= Maintenance of role- and rule-bound behavior.
Item numbers: 11, 44, 93, 106, 111, 184, 210,
237.
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Factor H
APPENDIX A (continued)
Identity issues independent of roles of family 
members.
Item numbers* 97» 157» 159» 215.
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APPENDIX B 
AN OVERVIEW OP PHASE I DATA COLLECTION
I# Selection of one of Fisher's (1976) theorists/authors; 
e.g., Minuchin (197*0.
II. Listing of Minuchin*s dimensions of family assessment 
as described by Fisher; e.g., "structures preferred 
transactional patterns."
III. Referral to Minuchin*s original work in order to
supplement Fisher's "descriptors”; e.g., "structure" 
refers to transactional patterns that regulate 
family member's behavior.
IV. Development of illustrations of Minuchin*s dimensions 
as defined by case presentations when possible; e.g., 
"Husband and wife need each other as a refuge from the 
multiple demands of life." "Parents are expected to 
understand the children's developmental needs and to 
explain the rules they impose."
V . Translation of the illustrations into behavioral state­
ments to which college students can respond based on 
their perception of their own families; i.e., (1) My 
mother and father spent at least thirty minutes a 
day talking to each other without the children around,
(2) My parents attempted to explain restrictions 
which they imposed upon us as children.
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APPENDIX C 
BEHAVIORAL STATEMENTS
1. Children told parents their general life goals-
2. Family members always felt that they understood what 
was told to themo
3. Parents spoke of how much they cared for each other 
before they were married.
k. Father had a job before he married.
5. Parents expressed pride in handling their sexual
feelings before marriage.
6. Grandparents expressed approval of Father and Mother’s 
marriage.
7. Parents openly demonstrated affection for each other.
8. Mother and Father shared in making the most important 
family decisions.
9. Mother and Father helped each other out in the parent­
ing role; for example, in setting limits on children’s 
behavior, taking care of sick children, etc.
10. Parents spoke to children about sex.
11. Parents openly argued when they were angry with each
other.
12i Father helped Mother with the household chores.
13. Mother and Father shared in the disciplining of the 
children.
1^. Mother and Father went out for a night away from the 
children once a month.
15. Mother and Father both discussed the family finances.
16. Family members never received special psychological 
or counseling services.
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17» After parents argued, with each other, they behaved 
unusually toward their children0
18. When one family members became anxious, other family 
members showed signs of anxiety also.
19* Family members frequently complimented one another on 
jobs well done.
20. Parents sometimes helped children with homework.
21o Family members frequently "put their heads together" 
to solve a problem.
22. Parents encouraged children to do well in school or 
school activities.
23. Family members openly expressed affection for each 
other.
2b. All family members were allowed to do things with the 
family when they wanted to.
25. Parents taught children about dating at the appropirate 
age.
26. The family invited "grown up" children to visit home.
27. Family members expressed pride in their family.
28. There have been no dramatic changes in family function­
ing in the past year.
29. "Family problems" were generally resolved without 
emotional over-reactions.
30. "Family problems" generally developed around the same 
issues (for example, about children°s friends).
31. Parents generally recognized "family problems" first, 
and mentioned them to the children.
32. "Family problems" were talked out openly.
33• Family members expressed their feelings in a similar 
way? such as verbally, physically, etc.
3b. All ranges of emotional expression (from crying si­
lently to sobbing out loud) were allowed.
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35° Family members frequently expressed feelings of close­
ness and affectiono
36. Children talked with each other as much as with parents.
37. Children questioned parents® messages when the messages 
were unclear.
38. Duaghters "took after" Mother and sons "took after" 
Father.
39« Parents and children were allowed to be alone when they 
wanted to be.
40. Family members were allowed to express a range of non­
destructive behaviors (such as rushing to spend allow­
ances, saving mementos, etc .)»
41. "Family rules" (for examplet "Be in bed by 11:00) were 
clearly outlined.
42. Family members came to each others assistance when 
asked.
43. Non-conformist behavior by a family member was tolerated
by the rest of the family.
44. Family members did not take advantage of each other;
the spirit was one of cooperation.
45» Though a child might bring home a bad report card, this
incident did not interfere with family functioning or
everyday living.
46. Family members have been able to openly voice their 
complaints with the family.
470 Family members tried to accept and resolve family mem­
bers® complaints.
48. Individual family members were involved in many things 
(were very active).
49. Family has been able to accept or tolerate all major 
problems of its members (for example, being caught for 
shoplifting).
50. Children talked about their duties or responsibilities 
in the family.
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51o Family encouraged achievement -
52. When the family decided to clean the house, all members 
helped accomplish this task.
53 • Parents did not talk about their marital problems with 
the children.
5b. Parents would listen to the children®s personal problems.
55• When the children needed extra money for a specific 
reason, they usually got it.
56. Family members worked together at identifying problem 
sources when one or more members perceived they 
existed.
57o Family has had few problems that were not resolved 
openly by working together.
58. Children were punished when they did something wrong, 
though they were allowed to explain the reasons for 
their behavior.
59« Family members usually told one another what they were 
feeling.
60. Parents were the primary caretakers.
61. Parents allowed decisions to be made by their children
without their assistance.
62. Older children were sometimes responsible for the 
actions of younger children in the family.
63. Parents used scoulding as a means of punishment.
6b. Members talked about "the problem" when something was
wrong in the family.
65. Mother, Father, and children lived together until some
of the children were old enough to leave home.
66. Family talked about its ancestry.
67. Family went to church or a synagogue when appropriate.
68. Family was middle class.
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6$o There was a clear physical resemblance among family 
members.
70o One or more family members would sometimes talk about 
another member's behavior,,
71. There were two generations (that is, parents and child) 
living in the household0
72„ Family kept in touch with grandparents, uncles, aunts, 
and other relatives.
73« Parents talked about what it was like for them when 
they were growing up.
74. Parents talked about what it was like for them when 
they dated each other.
750 Parents talked about how they looked forward to having 
children, and seeing them grow up, when they were first 
married.
76. Family members generally related spontaneously to one 
another.
77» Family entered into therapy at one time.
78. Family members talked about their chief areas of con­
flict in therapy.
79. When the family worked on its problems in therapy, they 
were able to make some changes in their interactions.
80. Once in therapy, the therapist was able to accurately 
predict the behaviors of family members.
81. After the family terminated therapy, it was able to 
continue to make changes in interactions.
82. Family members generally acted according to their male 
and female roles.
83. When Father acted in an authoritarian manner, Mother 
became submissive.
84. Family members acted in a "give me" manner, but would 
also offer something in return.
850 Mother and Father were passive and childish.
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86o Mother asked. Father to make all important decisions.
87. Parents expressed the desire to work on family problems.
88. Most family problems were expressed inside the family.
89. Most "family problems" were resolved fairly quickly 
(within a few months).
90. Family members behaved in an "unnatural way" when 
there was a problem to be solved.
91. Parents taught children to "work hard" for success.
92. Children were allowed to pursue the "fads" of their
day, no matter how silly.
93* Family goals were accepted and never questioned.
9^o Parents allowed their children appropriate independence.
95° Parents sometimes "flirted" with each other in front 
of the children.
96. If a family member were performing at a recital, all 
members would go to watch.
97« All children shared a common "image" of Mother and 
Father.
98. Family members were concerned about saving money.
99* Children were encouraged to make friends outside the 
family.
100. Family roles changed as children grew older and took 
on more responsibilities outside the family.
101. All children lived in the home until they were 18.
102. Parents taught their children to obey "rules."
103. Parents could tell each other how they spent their 
money.
104. Parents made more and more money over their years of 
work.
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105. Family members' time was spent both within the family 
setting and outside the family setting.
106. Messages within the family were un-defensive; the 
messages did not project blame to other family members.
107. Parents exercised a democratic child-rearing style.
108. "Rank" ("I'm older and wiser than you.") was never 
pulled in family discussions.
109. All family members were able to give support and af­
fection to each other.
110. Parents admitted to children that they did not know 
all things.
111. Children did not tell parents what to do, or parents 
did not necessarily follow children's demands.
112. Members admitted to depressed feelings when they were 
feeling down.
113» Family members talked about their fears; for example, 
about loss of control, being abandonned, etc.
114. When a traumatic situation such as a death or an ac­
cident would occur, family members would become upset 
until their feelings could be resolved, usually within 
a few months.
115« Children were taught that human beings were basically 
good.
116« Children were taught how to live in harmony with 
nature by their parents’ examples.
117- Most statements within the family on any given day
were present-oriented and not past- or future-oriented.
118. Parents encouraged their children to achieve.
119. Generally, family members acted calmly and rationally.
120. Family members expressed a range of feelings, from 
happiness to anger.
1210 Parents expressed pleasure when the children showed 
signs of maturing.
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128.
129.
130. 
131«
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133.
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136.
Family consisted of mother-figure, father-figure, and 
children.
Mother and Father spoke with equal power and authority.
Problems of any particular family member were expressed 
outside the home more than inside the home.
"You should do _  because. . ." was a frequent state­
ment among family members.
Father divided his time equally between his family and 
his work.
The family entertained others or were entertained by 
others at least once a week.
Family members expressed shame for their ancestry.
Grandparents, uncles, aunts, and cousins visited once 
a month.
Mother and Father spent at least thirty minutes a day 
talking to each other without the children around.
Parents generally attempted to explain any restrictions 
which they imposed upon the children.
Children in the family got along well with each other? 
that is, they played together, cooperated in house­
hold chores, etc.
When one member of the family felt stressed, other 
members attempted to accomodate to his/her changed 
circumstances? for example, when Father was overworked, 
everyone left him alone.
Parents encouraged children to "master" their own pro­
blems, although they offered their own help if this 
could not be done.
Family members were quick to offer their help when 
another family member was in need; the person rarely 
had to ask for assistance.
Parents taught children how to eat in formal settings? 
for example, to keep elbows off the table, etc.
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137* Parents adapted to the first teenager by lessening 
their control over his/her behavior.
138. One person was recognized —  by the majority of the 
family members —  as the "cause" of many family pro­
blems 0
139« At times, children helped in the purchasing of food 
and the planning and preparing of meals.
140. Parents demonstrated trust for their children by allow' 
ing them to define their own study time.
1410 Parents insisted on regular medical examinations.
142. Every so often, Father would "take over" some of 
Mother's work so that she could have a rest.
1430 All family members could explain deeply-felt emotions, 
such as those experienced in an intense problem or 
personal relationship.
144. Parents frequently said something like, "That is an 
interesting idea," in response to their children's 
thoughts.
145. Family held periodic "creativity sessions" in which 
family members were encouraged to think up better and 
newer ways to improve the family life.
146. Every so often, one member would express how the 
family had helped him/her to "grow" because of their 
caring and concern.
1470 Parents had a position of leadership in the community; 
for example, members of the PTA, church organization, 
city council, etc.
148. Parents remarked that they felt they had grown because 
of experiences with their children; for example, a 
mother learning the value of truth from her daughter.
149. Family members were able to seek the help of others 
outside of the family when appropriate; for example, 
when a child needed special tutoring.
150. Older children assumed the role of "parent" when their 
parents went out to a movie, etc.
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151* The youngest in the family was called "the baby" when 
he/she wasn’t the baby anymore.
152. A crisis or traumatic event (death, loss of a job)
brought the family together in a closer bond because 
of the kind of understanding shared by the members.
153« Although family members are spread out geographically, 
attempts are made to get together (with parents, bor- 
thers and sisters) at least twice a year.
15^» Parents generally made decisions on the basis of their 
own values and not the values of others, for example, 
they go to a party because they want to, and not be­
cause they are required to to make a good impression.
155* Mother and Father valued many of the same things; for 
example, going to church or synagogue, sleeping late, 
going on family trips, honesty, etc.
156. All family members had their needs —  like for security
and affection —  met to the same degree.
157» All family members had an equally strong need for such
things as independence, security, and affection.
158« Although quiet, Mother was very powerful. She would
stop Father from working late by responding with si­
lence to his announcement of being late, for example.
159* All family members were achievement-oriented.
160. All family members "used their heads" to solve problems.
l6l0 Father spent at least an hour a day with the children.
162. The children spent at least thirty minutes a day 
talking with each other.
163. Each family member knew what his/her duties were in 
the family; for example, to clean a room, do dishes, 
etc.
164. Other families would come to visit our family at least 
once a month; with parents getting together and child­
ren playing together separately.
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180.
Mother and Father agreed on how to raise and disci­
pline their children —  they both punished and praised 
their children in the same way for the same things.
Mother always submitted to Father’s will and abided 
by his decisions.
Once Mother and Father reached an agreement (like, "No 
more junk food in the house."), they kept to it.
Mother and Father argued with each other over even 
minor incidences such as who took out the garbage last.
Mother and Father frequently talked to each other about 
casual matters such as the neighbor's garden, the 
weather, etc.
During an argument, Mother would always try to reason 
her way out of the conflict by finding a good argu­
ment for her position.
Mother resorted to the use of laughter and disapproval 
to "shame" family members into changing their behavior.
Mother talked quite a lot.
Father talked quite a lot.
Parents stood up for what they believed inj in the 
face of each other, their children, or outsiders.
When Father knew he had made a mistake, he would usu­
ally avoid talking about it.
Parents and children agreed on what constituted problem 
areas in the family; for example, one child's use of 
marijuana.
Older children were aware of the family financial 
status or income bracket; for example, whether the 
family was upper or middle or lower class.
It was a stressful situation to talk about the use of 
drugs in the family, especially with my parents.
Children were expected to "be seen and not heard."
Mother and Father expected the children to go to college.
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181. Mother generally gave the "permission" to go new 
places and do new things.
182. All family members gave and received love while 
living at home.
183. Each family member was able to speak for him or her­
self.
184. No family member attempted to control or cominate 
another family member.
185. Each family member was allowed to make decisions for 
him or herself, depending upon what was appropriate 
for his/her level of maturity.
i860 There were no coalitions within the family, such as
"males against females" or "parents against children."
187. Generally, the family was able to function as a unit 
when needed; like when everyone was needed to help 
clean up the yard.
188. "If so-and-so would only do ___" was a frequent state­
ment in our household, and related to the behavior
of either parents or children.
189. At times, family members told other members how to act 
to make daily living in the family a nice, pleasur­
able experience.
190. When family discussions involved talk about various 
members, the strengths as well as the weaknesses of 
the members talked about were generally pointed out.
1910 When a conflict would occur between parents and child­
ren, the family members involved would try to discuss 
the issue and reach a compromise.
192. When children and parents disagreed on an issue, the
parents' decision was always accepted, or else it was 
enforced.
193« All family members wanted the same things for the
family; such as to be happy, to be noted in the commun­
ity, etc.
194. Family members rarely talked to each other while doing
something else like watching TV or reading a book.
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Parents told the children about the potential joys of 
sex.
When Mother decided to punish a child for wrongdoing, 
Father supported her decision.
In day to day living, there were few complaints about 
family life.
"If I were a parent. . ." was a frequent conversation­
al topic among the children.
Sometimes, an argument between two children would seem 
like an argument between Mother and Father. Some of 
the same points of argument, and even mannersims, would 
come up in the children's argument.
Family members did something together as a family at 
least once every weekend.
Family members seldom raised their voices to shout 
at someone in anger.
Family members never ignored a conflict. Someone 
would always call it to the attention of the group, 
and then all would work on it.
There were no divorces in the family (between Mother 
and Father, or older children who had married).
The family contacted a counseling agency for help 
with family problems.
In day to day living, the family lived according to a 
"routine" (that is, for housekeeping, eating, sleeping 
arrangements, money handling, etc.).
One family member has received psychological services 
at some point in his/her past.
Mother and Father told stories about what things were 
like when they were children, and how their mom and 
dad treated them.
The family lived in the same town that at least one 
set of grandparents were b o m and raised in.
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209o Roles in our family were like roles in some of my
friends* families. Both involved certain duties to
perform, demanded a certain type of obedience, etc.
210. Children never rebelled against the parents' child-
rearing practices (whether authoritarian, democratic, 
laissez-faire, etc.).
211. Mother and Father would give up some of their time 
with each other to do things with the children, like 
help with homework, play ball, etc.
212. All children received an equal amount of praise and 
attention from parents, even though the attention 
might be for different things.
213. Each family member had a type of behavior that was 
uniquely his/her own. For example, a mannerism, a 
way of thinking, a way of talking, etc,
214*. Children \;ere encouraged to get small jobs (such as 
babysitting, mowing lawns, etc.) in order to earn 
their own money.
215, Mother and Father rarely made statements such as,
"Why don't you do ___ like your brother/sister?"
216. Family members showed physical signs of affection such 
as hugging, kissing, patting on the head, etc,
217, All family members said something like, "I need cheer­
ing up" when they felt down, or "I need some at­
tention” when they felt left out,
218. Mother and Father were always willing to help wolve 
some of the children's problems when asked.
219, Mother and Father warned us to stay away from "bad 
company."
220. When one family member felt down or depressed, other
members offered sympathy or assistance.
2210 Mother and Father told us when they liked our friends 
and when they didn't.
222. Children in the family spent more time playing with
their own friends than with their brothers and sisters.
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2 2 3 .
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2 2 5 .
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2 2 7 .
2 2 8 .
2 2 9 .
230.
2 3 1 .
232.
2 3 3 -
234.
2 3 5 -
236.
2 3 7 -
238.
Every so often, children would tell Mother or Father, 
"You are a good parent."
There were certain things we were told we could not 
do in the household (for example, ride a bike in the 
house, smoke, etc.)
When a family member guessed about how another member 
was feeling, he/she usually guessed right.
The family always celebrated a members® birthday with 
a cake and a few presents.
Father and Mother exercised an equal amount of power. 
Each could deal out punishments, each had a choice 
in how their money was spent, etc.
Children usually asked for what they needed in a 
direct way. Like, "I need the car to go to school," 
or "I need money to go to the movies," etc.
Mother cried when she got upset.
When the family entered into therapy, all members 
agreed on what the therapist perceived to be the 
problem.
When the family entered into therapy, all members 
agreed to do what the therapist told them.
My parents had a hobby which they both did together 
(like playing golf, planting a garden, etc.).
When the family decided to clean up the yard, every­
one pitched in, and it was done in one or two days.
When Father was upset, he became quiet, and spoke in 
very short sentences.
Mother would sometimes say, "I like this" when some­
one would help her with housework.
When a family vacation was planned, everyone was in­
volved in the planning.
There was little use of sarcasm in the family.
Children did not offer their opinions in family 
arguments unless asked.
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Sometimes, Mother and Father asked for advice on 
family matters.
All family members could explain deeply-felt emotions, 
such as those experienced in an intense problem, or 
personal relationship, (same as #1^3)
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APPENDIX D 
COMPARISON OP ORTHOGONAL AND 
OBLIQUE FACTOR LOADINGS OF PHASE II
Var Orth Oblq Var Orth Oblq Var Orth Ohlq
Factor A 
118 .83 .82 128 56 -.58 65 .4 7 .41
51 *79 .76 224 0 58 .4-7 136 .4-7 .38
22 *78 -77 20 .55 .49 149 .4-7 .37
99 *71 .68 104 .55 .53 180 .47 .57
218 *70 .64 174- .55 .49 228 .4-7 .44
226 .69 .64 48 .53 .41 120 .46 .37
27 .68 .62 110 *53 .41 121 .46 *31
24 .67 .68 185 .53 .49 100 .45 *33
42 .66 .60 213 .53 .49 134- .45 • 34-
91 0 66 .66 54 .52 .40 140 *45 .45
105 *63 .60 39 .51 *39 179 -.45
IN-
-3-C1
55 062 .61 96 .50 .46 182 *45 •31
102 060 .49 8 .49 .30 235 *45 *31
85 -.59 -.62 60 .49 .42 26 .44 • 34-
72 .57 .57 73 .49 .39 69 .44 -37
37 .57 .49 34 .48 • 37 101 .44 .39
1 o56 *4-7 68 .48 .42 115 .44 .27
183 0 56 . 56 211 .48 ,40 144 .44 .32
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APPENDIX D (continued)
Var Orth Ohlq Var Orth Oblq Var Orth Oblq
19 .43 .28 219 .42 .35 66 .40 • 39
71 .43 .42 94 .4-1 .41 89 .40 .20
122 .43 • 33 131 .41 .25 169 .40 .27
177 • 4-3 .39 204 -.41 -.42 181 .34- .40
67 .42 .44 4 .40 .37 145 -.24 -.40
Factor B
35 .74 .82 191 .54 .48 47 .44 .32
59 .68 .75 64 .53 .53 54 .44 .54
56 .66 .65 76 .51 .44 190 .44 .45
23 • 65 .75 200 .49 .4 7 222 -.44 -.51
223 .63 .57 202 .49 .49 240 .44 .50
32 063 .64 216 .49 .58 50 .42 .35
14-3 060 .67 10 .48 063 107 .42 .30
146 .60 .68 132 ,48 .42 112 .42 .49
217 .58 .68 195 .48 063 3 .41 .50
21 .57 .46 19 .4-7 .42 75 .41 .38
109 .57 .51 113 .46 .55 88 .41 .31
220 0 56 .53 135 .46 .45 5 .40 .48
25 .55 .58 144 .45 .37 74 .40 .42
148 .54 .54 182 .45 .36
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Var Orth Ohlq
Factor C
9 .62 . ON 00
13 061 .66
8 .60 .67
130 .53 .60
142 0 •£- CO o53
169 • •£- 00 .52
Factor D 
188 o47 .50
70 .46 .48
Factor E
79 .76 0 -n] VO
78 .75 .78
80 .73 .75
Factor F
61 .42 .52
40 .40 .48
APPENDIX D (continued)
Var Orth Oblq
122 .47 .52
123 .46 .49
103 .45 .51
165 .45 .45
196 .45 .48
7 .43 .48
125 .46 .48
138 .42 ,44
231 .70 .73
81 .68 .73
230 .65 .67
97 .37 .44
185 .34
Var Orth Oblq
155 .43 .43
15 .42 .46
161 ,42 .46
181 -.39 -.46
227 0 'oJ 00
0-3-O
221 .41 .42
77 .60 .61
92 .33 .44
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APPENDIX D (continued)
Var Orth Ohlq Var Orth Ohlq Var Orth Ohlq
Factor G
210 .41 .44 111 .38 .42 11 -37 -.41
106 .40 .42 237 .  38 .42 93 .37 0 0
Factor H
159
00P'se .39 215 -.35
00c*-\01
157 • 36 .39 97 .35 .37
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APPENDIX E 
PHASE II VARIABLE COMMUNALITIES
Var Comm Var Comm Var Comm Var Comm Var Comm
1 0.45 21 0.56 41 0.13 61 0.31 81 0.50
2 0.40 22 0.65 42 0.62 62 O.23 82 0,27
3 0.28 23 0.62 43 0.10 63 0.25 83 0.19
4 0.29 24 0.49 44 0.48 64 0.44 84 0.13
5
0.24 25 0.49 45 0.24 65 0,36 85 0.43
6 0.37 26 0.27 46 0.43 66 0.28 86 0.23
7 0.46 27 0.61 47 0.39 67 0.21 87 0.26
8 0.67 28 0.13 48 0.40 68 0.30 88 0.39
9 0.58 29 O.36 49 0.26 69 0.29 89 0.40
10 O.31 30 0.19 50 0.35 70 0.40 90 0.31
11 0.22 31 O.38 51 O.70 71 0.21 91 0.58
12 0.13 32 0.48 52 0.31 72 0.40 92 0.34
13 0.61 33 0.35 53 O.23 73 0.41 93 O.19
14 0.15 34 0.41 54 0.54 74 0.34 94 0.40
15 0.39 35 0.63 55 0.40 75 0.33 95 O.31
16 0.10 36 0.37 56 0.51 76 0.41 96 0.37
17 0.20 37 0.44 57 0.16 77 0,47 97 0.35
18 0.21 38 0.17 58 0.36 78 0.61 98 O.23
19 0.47 39 0.40 59 0.51 79 0.64 99 0.57
20 O.38 4o 0.26 60 O.34 80 0.58 100 O.32
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APPENDIX E (continued)
Var Comm Var Comm Var Comm Var Comm Var Comm
101 0.24 121 0.43 141 0.25 161 0.36 181 0.34
102 0.57 122 0.44 142 0.29 162 0.30 182 0.52
103 0.39 123 0.43 143 0.45 163 0.39 183 0.43
104 0.36 124 0.30 144 0.44 164 0.16 184 0.31
105 0.43 125 0.29 145 0.32 165 0.44 185 0.46
106 0.29 126 0.30 146 0.39 166 0,2 5 186 0.2 5
10? 0.43 127 0.17 147 0.15 167 0.24 187 0.38
.108 0.18 128 0.39 148 0.34 168 0,28 188 0,31
109 0.59 129 0.20 149 0.31 169 0.43 189 0.36
110 0.48 130 0.44 150 0.31 170 0.06 190 0.29
111 0.34 131 O.38 151 0.10 171 0.21 191 0.43
112 0.28 132 0.39 152 0.35 172 0.20 192 0.34
113 0.32 133 0.35 153 0.23 173 0.08 193 0.41
114 0.16 134 0.40 154 0.20 174 0.39 194 0.09
115 0.37 135 0.42 155 0.41 175 0.16 195 0,30
116 0.32 136 O.32 156 0.27 176 0.24 196 0,44
117 0.14 137 0.25 157 0.38 177 0.28 197 O.38
118 0.76 138 O.30 158 0.19 178 0.10 198 0.17
119 0.38 139 O.32 159 0,40 179 0.42 199 0.16
120 0.42 140 O.30 160 0.39 180 0.35 200 0.34
APPENDIX E (continued)
130
Var Comm Var Comm Var Comm Var Comm Var Comm
201 0.26 209 0.28 217 0.37 225 0.36 233 0.25
202 0.35 210 0.24 218 0.62 226 0.54 234 0.12
203 0.17 211 O.38 219 0.4l 227 0.35 235 0.42
204 0.34 212 0.34 220 0.51 228 0,32 236 0.35
205 0o29 213 O.38 221 0.25 229 0.12 237 0.21
206 0.22 214 0.30 222 0.24 230 0.58 238 0.21
207 0.35 215 0.23 223 O.36 231 0.60 239 0.18
208 0.17 216 0.50 224 0.49 232 0.17 240 0.25
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APPENDIX F 
PHASE III VARIABLE COMMUNALITIES
Var Comm Var Comm Var Comm Var Comm Var Comm
1 0.45 21 0.56 41 0.13 61 0.31 81 0.50
2 0.40 22 0.65 42 0.62 62 O.23 82 0.27
3 0.28 23 0.62 43 0.20 63 0.25 83 0.29
4 0.29 24 0.49 44 0.10 64 0.44 84 0.13
5 0.24 25 0.36 45 0.24 65 0.36 85 0.43
6 0.37 26 0.27 46 0.43 66 0.28 86 0.25
7 0.46 27 0.61 47 0.39 67 0.21 87 0.26
8 0.69 28 0.13 48 0.40 68 0.30 88 0.39
9 0.58 29 O.36 49 0.26 69 0.29 89 0.40
10 0.31 30 0.19 50 0.35 70 0.40 90 0.31
11 0.22 31 O.38 51 O.70 71 0.21 91 0.58
12 0.27 32 0.48 52 0.31 72 0.40 92 0.34
13 0.61 33 0.35 53 0.33 73 0.41 93 0.19
14 0.15 34 0.41 54 0.54 7 4 O.34 94 0.40
15 0.39 35 0.63 55 0.40 75 0.33 95 0.31
16 0.10 36 0.37 56 0.51 76 0.41 96 0.37
17 0.20 37 0.44 57 0.16 77 0.47 97 0.35
18 0.21 38 0.17 58 0.36 78 0.6l 98 O.23
19 0.47 39 0.40 59 0.51 79 0.64 99 0.57
20 O.38 40 0.26 60 0.34 80 0.58 100 O.32
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APPENDIX P (continued)
Var Comm Var Comm Var Comm Var Comm Var Comm
101 0.24 121 0.43 l4l 0.25 161 0,36 181 0.34
102 0.54 122 0.44 142 0.29 162 0.30 182 0.52
103 0.39 123 0.43 143 0,45 163 0.39 183 0.43
104 0.36 124 0.30 144 0,44 164 0.16 184 0.31
105 0.43 125 0.29 145 O.32 165 0.44 185 0.46
106 O.29 126 0.30 146 0.39 166 0.25 186 0.25
107 0.43 127 0.17 147 0.15 167 0.24 187 O.38
108 0.18 128 0.39 148 0.34 168 0.28 188 0.31
109 0.59 129 0.20 149 0.31 169 0.43 189 O.36
110 0.48 130 0.44 150 0.31 170 0.06 190 0.29
111 0.34 131 O.38 151 0.10 171 0.21 191 0,43
112 0.28 132 0.39 152 0.35 172 0.20 192 0.34
113 0.32 133 0.35 153 0.23 173 0.08 193 0.41
114 0.16 134 0.40 154 0.20 174 0.39 194 0.09
115 0o 37 135 0.42 155 0.41 175 0.16 195 0.30
116 0.32 136 0.32 156 0.27 176 0.24 196 0.44
117 0.14 137 0.2 5 157 O.38 177 0,28 197 0.38
118 0.76 138 0.30 158 0.19 178 0.10 198 0.17
119 0.38 139 0.32 159 0.40 179 0.42 199 0.16
120 0.42 140 0.30 160 0.19 180 0.35 200 0.34
APPENDIX P (continued)
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Var Comm Var Comm Var Comm Var Comm Var Comm
201 0.26 209 0.28 217 0.37 225 0,36 233 0.25
202 0.35 210 0.24 218 0.61 226 0.54 234 0.12
203 0.17 211 O.38 219 0.41 227 0.35 235 0.42
204 0.34 212 0.34 220 0.51 228 0.32 236 0.35
205 0.29 213 O.38 221 0.25 229 0.12 237 0.21
206 0.22 214 0.30 222 0.24 230 0.58 238 0.21
207 0.35 215 0.23 223 O.36 231 0,60 239 0.18
208 0.17 216 0.50 224 0.49 232 0.17 240 0,25
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APPENDIX G 
INTRODUCTORY REMARKS TO SUBJECTS
"This is a research study on families. Each of you 
will be describing your own family in terms of certain state­
ments that I will give you. These statements are descrip­
tions of fairly common activities that your family may or 
may not have participated in as you were growing up. I ask 
that you be as accurate as possible in reporting how desc­
riptive or characteristic each of these statements is of 
your family. Your answers are very important to me as a 
researcher. Moreover, they are important to psychology as 
a science. I welcome and appreciate your participation 
here today. I want to stress, however, that you are free 
to leave this experimental study at any point in time with­
out penalty. I also want to stress that your answers will 
remain completely ananymous. Any questions? (pause) Thank 
you once again. I ask that you read the instructions 
printed on the box in front of you and begin. If you 
would like a further explanation of this study or my hy­
potheses, feel free to contact me as you leave. Thank you."
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